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BUDGETING FOR DESEGREGATION IN LARGE CITIES

Many of our nation's largest cities now are confronting the
realities of court-ordered school desegregation. In some cities
igrues of liability and remedy stil] sre being litigated. Other
cicies are in the early phaszes of inplementation of remedial plans.
A few cities have accumulated substantial experience with court-
ordered desegregation.

Several resesrch paradigms have been applied to the study of
urban school desegregation. One emphasizes outcomes for children.
Another uses sociological and political theories as frameworks f£or
the sxamination of school-community politics and the policymaking
process. Much receat rasearch has examined relationships between
desegregation and demographic trends. Each of these approaches has
yielded perspectives which foster understanding and management of
urban school desegregation.

Curiously, one familiar research paradigm has been widely
ignored in desegregation studies. That paradigm focuses on the
impacts of financial constraints and opportunities. Research on
public bureaucraries repeatedly has shown that the budget process
has major impacts on policymaking and policy execution. Normally,
money matters. Yet descgragation research to date has paid scant
attention to the financial aspects of desegregation.

This report presents che result of an exploratory study of the
process of mobilizing and allocating resources for desegregation in
large cities. The goals of the study were (1) to {dentify productive
research questions and hypotheses, (2) to identify and resolve prob-
lems of data collection and analysis, and (3) to develop initial
descriptions of the relationship between the budgetary process and
the desagregation process. Section I below Teviews literature
pertinent to our {nitial concsptualization of the research problem.
Section II reviews and discusses the methodological aspects of the
study. Sectiom 1I1—=by far the largest portion of this report——
describes our findings in the four cities selected for study. A
conclucing section presents some summary observations about relation-
ships between budgets and desegregation.

1. BACKGROUMD: RESEARCH QUESTIONS

There are two main bodies of literature which might be expected
to contain analyses of the budgetary process {n urban sctool desegre~
gation. The first body of 1itcraturo——dcscgragation studies—is
enormous in scope but sontains little relevant work. The second
body of literatire—srudias of urban school financneﬁis more restricted,
but it does provide some insights into the problem we are addressing.
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Below are brief analyses of the desegregation and urban school
finance literature pertaining to our study. Following these
2nalyses is a recapitulation of the research questions with which
we began our investigation.

Desegregation Studies

The most recent summary and appraisal of the desegregation
literature (National Institute of Education, 1976) dues not consider
desegregation as a budget problem. Similarly barren are the |
studies and summaries which concentrate on outcomes of desegre-
gation (e.g., St. John, 1975; Weinberg, 1977). Case accounts of
life in desegregated schools provide no information about the finan-
cial underpinnings of school resources, or th: jeterminants of
those resources (e.g., Cusick, 1974).

Comnunity studies, usually conducted by poiitical scientists
and sociologists, might be expectad to examine the financial
dimensions of desegregation. For example, the preface to Crain's
study (1968) begins with these words:

Money talks, as the saying goes, and public money talks

with the accents of the political process. Nowhere is

this process seen more clearly than in conflicts arising

over the policies of local boards of education....(Craia, p. v)

From such words one might anticipate that the investigators would
pay special attencion to problems of resourzs mobilization and
resources allocation associated with desegregation. Alas, Crain
his colleagues are virtually silent on such matters. Instead they
focus on the political aspects of desegregation policy. In
explaining policy outcomes they 2dopt a classical reactive model:
policy makers act on the dasis of their own backgrounds and in
respouse to outside pressures. Evidently the field investigators
did not solicit information about the possibility that desegre-
gation policy might be affected by financial ccnsiderations.

Kirby's more recent study (1973) displays the same tendency.
Policy decisions about desegregation are traced to community pres-
sures and interest groups, the praferences of top-level decision
makers, and the rigidities of decision-making structures. Undoubt-
adly these factors are important. But we cannot assess their
relationship to financial considerations, because the latter were
not incorporatcd in the research design. Other studies present
the same problem (Hill and Feeley, 1967; Mack, 1968; Rubin, 1972).
Casao reports prepared and published by the U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights (1973, 1977) occasionally cqncain information about
expenditures for desegregatiom, but the accompanying texts provide
no information ghout the manner in which desegregation budgets
were created nor about the relationships between the budgetary
[ERJ}:‘ process, ou the one hand, and the design and implementation of
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the desegregation process on the other. Other literature on
desegregation techniques (Foster, 1973) and implementation plans
(Smith et al., 1973) is similarly uninformative. TFoster acknowl-
edges that cost may be a coustraint, but he does not view it as a
serious omne.

We did find two partial exceptions to the desegregation
literature's general inattention to the cost question. The firs:
wvas in three studies of urban busing costs. One (Lambda, 1971)
estimated the mmbers of students that would have to be trans-
ported in major citiss under specified policy comstraints. Unfor-
tunately the study uses an inappropriate model. It appears to
rest on the assumption that the number of students to be trans-
ported, linked with information about distance and time, provides
a good indicatcr of cost. The assumption is proper in rural
setings but not in cities. Another study examined desegregation—
related changes in transportation budgets in several southern
cities (NAACP, 1972). Although it 1is instructive in many ways,
the study is dated and is limited by 1its orientation to southern
(principally county-type) districts and by lack of attention to
the processes which produced the reported cost impacts. The third
and most recent study (Van Fleet, 1977) presents gross transpor-
tation figures for several cities; unfortunately there is no infor-
sation about the budgetary processes assoclated with the figures.

- All three of these studies suffer from the fact that they licit
themselves to & single type of desegregaticn cost.

A second (and similarly limited) group of studies is connected
with the growing interesc in magnet programs (e.g., Levine and
Havighurst, 1977). The literature on nagnet programs usually
includes some atteation to the costs of such programs and to vevenue
sources. Again however, the topic is not treated in terms of cwne
underlying budget processes which may nave powerful effects up ‘1
the nature and scope .of the magnet programs as well as upon other
aspects of the desegregation process in the affected cities. A
related group of studies, concentrating o2 federal programs which
support magnet schools, yields little {nformation about school
district revenues and expenditures (Burnes and Odden; Acland). Here
too, attentiom toO the interior budget processes of large cities is
limited, and of course the focus s on a single featurs of desegre=
gation.

The desegregation literaturs's geneial {nattention to finan-
cial considerations is not too surprising. Desegregation resaarchers
have been drawn from disciplines which focus on leaarning, comnunity
sociology, and politics. Economists and students of public firance,
as will be shown in the next section, have not entered the field.
Historical factors are also important. Until the late 196Us
desegregation was largely a problem of the south. Two features of
southern education tended to de-emphasize questions related to
finsnce. First, the task of dismantling dual school systems often
was not costly; indeed in many cases it was lass expensive to




" his observations of the budget process in the federal government,

operate unitary systems than dual systems. In addition, most
southern districts are county-wide; thus desegregation-related
transportation often involved little more than a Tealiznment of
an existing busing program. True, cities like Charlotte and
Memphis encountered real cost problems attributable to desegre~

gation, but these problems seem to have attracted lictle attention
eéxcept among those most directly involved.

It is those most directly involved—-the school officials who
must design and/or implement desegregation plans——who are most
likely to be sensitive to the financial aspects of desegregation.
Tet the few extant studies of cuch officiais (Rogers, Schrag) pre-
date the era of large-scale court-ordered desegregation. Further-
more these studies tend to reflect the social and political views

of the investigators themselves as much as the motives of those
being studied. .

School Finance Studies

Two groups of studies in the school finance literature
initially appeared to be relevant to our inquiry. Omne, which we
will call "theory of the firm" studies, has not dealt with desegre-
gation per se, but provides some important conceptual tools. A

second group of studies, dealing with educational equity, alerts us
to some conceptual problems. )

1. Theory of the Firm Studies

"Theory of the firm" studies examine resource mobilization and
allocation at the district or building level. The most useful of
these studies have built upon the seminal work of Wildavsky (1974),
who showed how the budgetary process affects public policy formation.
Wildavsky rejected classical normative approaches to the analysis
of public finance. He opted for a descriptive approach. Based on

Wildavsky developed an analytical model which emphasized the
importance of the "bace" (last year's expenditures), the use of
"calculation aids" such as formulas, and incrementalism. He found

that budgetary procedures usually block or distort extermal efforts
to create new programs.

Crecine (1969) examined the budgetary process in large cities.
Like Wildavsky, Crecine suggests that budgeting 1is not so much a
rasponse to external demands as it is an organizational process
characterized by conflict avoidance, uncertainty avoidance, simpliscic
problem-solving, and learning from experience. Such procedures
limit opportunities for innovations in policy or practice. Meltzner's
analysis (1971) of the revenue side of aunicipal budgeting carried
the analysis still further, illuminating the ways in which revenue

possibilities (rather than policy demands) shaped innovatious in
organizatior.:l policy and practice.
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The preceding studies did not examine scbégis, per se. How-
ever James (1966), proceeding along lines regembling those used by
Wildavsky and later by Crecine and Meltzmer, attempted to describe
big city school budget processes. One of J s8' colleagues
summarized the findings in these terms:

The range of events that occur during the budget
process in a large city school system is wide indeed.
It includes all the detailed work during the early
stages of budget pr:;;ration, decisions made by the

PO

superintendeng—of schgols as he recomaends a budget :
to the board of edictation, attempts by employee
organizations and by community voluntary aseociations

to influence the superintendent or the board's decisions,
final budgetary decisions by the board of educationm,
attempts to obtain state financial aid, and wherz
appropriate, decisions by municipal officials who are |
empowered to review the school budget.

The budget process in large city school districts i3

far more complex than has heretofore been reported in
traditional school finance literature....

The basic structure of the budget decisionm in big cicy
school systems is to assume that existing programs

will continue and to focus budget analysis upon proposed
changes in, or additions to, the existing program.

To simplify the decision-making required by annual
budget processes, cities use formulas....

The influcnce of teachers' organizatioms on school
expenditures is increasiag....

...There is no...chammel open for formal communication
during the preparation stage of most budget processes
for community organizations who may wish to urge that
additional educational services be provided.

As big city school budget processes have become more
camplex, the ability of the school bureaucracy to
exercise substantial influence over budget decisions

has increased, since the school bureaucracy provides

the expertise and time necessary to collect, organize,
and analyze the vast amount of information needad in

the preparation of a budget. (Kelly, 1967)

The dependent variable used in the James study (interdistrict
variations in per pupil expenditures) is of little interest to us.
However James provided a number of conceptual tools which we believe
will be useful to the analysis of the budget process which accom-
panies big city school desegregatiou. For example James suggests
that the budget process be viewed in three stages: (1) preparation,
wherein buaget requests are generated, reviewed, and assembled in
an overall budget, (2) determination, wherein final decision makers
such as school boards and city councils review, revise, and eventually
adopt the budget, and (3) E;ecution, whereby the plans for receiving



and expending funds are played out (or changed to meet new realitie,
James also suggests the imiportance of distinguishing between the
budget document and the budget process—a distinction which lies
at the heart of the study repurted here. Finally, James offers an
inventory and profiles of the many actors who participate in the
budget process: department heads, principals, interest group
spokespersons, central office personnel, board members, mayors, ete,
3

H

James' work significantly affected the design of our study. i
We concentrated on the budget process, as distinct from the budget
document. Initially, we adopted the three-stage formulation of the
budget process which James proposed. And we identified and
interviewed the actors who participate in the development of desegre
gation budgets.

A study by Gerwin (1969) carried forward the work of the James'
group. However he did not have a dependent variable of the sort
used by James; rather Gerwin was interested simply in characterizing
the budget process in a large city. Two features of his study of
the budget process in the Pittsburgh schools were particularly E
instructive to us. First, Gerwin noted the importance of conflict
reduction as a nomm 1in the budgeti.g process. Such a nomm, 1if
operative, surely would have an impact on the desegregation budge
process, for few subiects are more obviously controversial and .
conflict-inducing. The management of conflict would, we thought,
have consequences for the characteristics of desegregation budgets.
Gervin's study also cautioved us about problems of data acquisitics..
Gerwin used both informants and documents. He found that access
to informants was difficult because of personnel turnover. We
anticipated that the same problem would exist in the desegregation
context, and it affected our initial decision to limit the
chronological time-frame of our study to two years: the FY 30
budget which was being executed during the time of our study, and
the FY 81 budget which was being prepared and determined during ths
same period. The documents used by Gerwin included departmental *
requests, justification letters, preliminary budgets, revisions
proupted by reviers, final budgets, miscellaneous documents such
as financial statements, and newspaper clippings. We attempted
to use all of these. partly because each could be instructive in
its own right; and partly because each could provide us with the i

1
E
4

"reality" against which to develop inquiries and assess responses
in the interview phases of the study.

2. Equity Studies : ‘ g

One group of educational equity studies focuses on school
inputs. Apother focuses on outputs. Both have been linked to
desegregation finance, aud the linkage has spawned conceptual
confusion.

Studies of inter-school input variations often play important
parts in desegregation litigation. Qualitative differences in

10




school facilities, materials, and staffs ave linked to the racial
composition of schools, with the result that liabilicy fiudings in
s desegregation case may rest upon the twin grounds of illegal
racial segregation and illegal resource inequality. Remedy
plans and procedures then include some items degigned to redress
inequities and other items designed to foster reduction of racial
{golation. Should both typaes of items be created as desegregation
plan components?
L3

Another type of equity -study examines the outcomes of schooling.
Ioitially prompted by the War on Poverty and Coleman's studiles,
the outcoms studies exanine differences in student achievement
and consider ways of altering school inputs in order to reduce
inequalities in school output. With the Supreme Court's Milliken V.
Bradley II decision, this line of study suddenly became important
in the area of urban school desegregation. In Millilken v.
Bradley II the Court accepted the argument that expenditures for
compensatory education orograms were 2 proper part of a desegre-
gation plan. But if a compensatory plan leaves a great many
minority youngsters in racially jgolated situatious, is it truly
a desegregation plan?

Such questions reflect some fundamental perplexities of
contemporary thinking about desegregation. One conception of
desegregation emphasizes the reduction of racial isolation.
Another emphasizes equal treatment. A third stresses the remedi-
ation of past inequities, {.e., unequal treatmert. Urban school
desegregation plans may include elements of all three conceptions,
or they may not. Ve could not resolve these conceptual problems
on a priori grounds. Instead we proceeded empirically, examining
the langusge and actions of the people involved in the design and
implementation of urban school desegregation budgets. These
observations, we hoped, would provide 2 basis for subsequent
efforts to provide policy-relevant concepts which could help
surmount the semantic d{fficulties apparent in the education equity
literature.

A Pilot Study

A pilot study (Colton, 1978) supported the proposition that
budgeting procedures {nfluenced urban school desegregation policy
and practice. Colton talked with school officials, attorneys,
concerned citizens, and informed observers in Buffalo, Cleveland,
Columbus, Daytom, and Milwasukee. Documentary materials were
secured in each city. Although Colton was principally concerned
vith ascertaining the costs of desegregation (rather than cost
Zeterminants) his study provides a aumber of examples of the ways
{n which the budgetary process affects desegregation planning and
inpllncntationz ;

—The types of desegregation plans which were proposed were

11




affected by the availability of state and faderal revenuas,
and the conditions attached to those revenues.

—Proposals for desegregation plans, particularly during
litigation, often were advanced by individuals outside
the usual budget channels, and reflected 'the special
biases of these individuals.

=~Actors within the budget process manipulated desegregation
budgets in ways designed to serve purposes not directly
related to desegregation.
N 3
—The need for desegregation plans triggered latent budget
problems whose solution had effects upon desegregation
plans and their implementationm.

--Desegregation activated revenmue sources (e.g., corporations)
not otherwise available, and these sources affected the
design and implementatiou of desegregation plans.

——Actors engaged in the budget process "bootlegged" desegre-
gation funds in order to accomplish other objectives of
the school system; such bootlegging affected the design
and implementation of desegregation remedies.

—Mundane financial practices such as contracting and

bidding had major effects upon the amounts of money avail-
able for various components of desegregation plans.

Research Questions

Initially we stated our overall thesis as follows: in large
cities the budgetary process is a major determinant of the design and
implemepiation of desegregation plans. That is, once it has been
decidey that desegregation will occur, the substance and implemen-
tation of the desegregation plan will be significantly influenced
by the budgetary process. (Here we must reiterate our point that wve
were doing exploratory research, one aim of which is to refine the
research questions.)

James' distinction between the budget document and the budget
process is fundamental. From our review of the literature it
appeared that the few studies wh'.ch have fo:used on the financial
aspects of desegregation have coucentrated entirely upon the
budget document, i.e., upoa deseg:i-egation costs. The presumption
has been that desegregation budgets are a reflection of court-
imposed desegregation demands. Our position differs. We suggest
that the desegregation budget reflects a budgetary process--probably
akin to the process described by Wildavsky, James, et al. That
is, once it has been determined that the rudzet document must some-
how accommodate the desegregatiou demand, the nature of the accom-
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modation is a function of budgetary considerations.

1. What are the qﬁarac:crintics of desegregation budgecs?

Despite the fact that our principal concern was the budgetary
process, ve proposed to start with an analysis of budgec docu.ents.
These documents would provide us with ths informacion necessary
to guide our study of the process. In a sense, the documents were

. construed as the Jdependent variables; the budget prucess incorpo-

rated the independent variables.

There is a large number of elements that could be incorporated
in an urbaa school desegregation plan. Foster (1973) provided a
1list of possibilities: S

-

Pairing and grouping schools . /”ﬂ
Modifying feeder patterus Y

Redrawing zone lines e

Skip zoming

Site selection and school construction policies
Open enrclliment

Majority to minor.ty trausfers

Magnet schools

Special progrixs

Matropolitan cooperation

Foster could Lave add~ others such as teacher training, school
closings, compensatory programs, parent education, and textbook
replacement. (Foster asserts that some such costs are not properly
chargeable to desegregation, as they are costs of program improve-
nents to repair "a defective pachine-—the dysfunctions of which have
been laid bare by the desegregation process.’’)

An urban school desegregation plan is, at root, simply a
selection, juxtaposition, and weighing of elements such as those
listed above. We anticipated that the selection, juxtapositicm, and
weighing of elements in a particular city was influenced by the
budgetary process. But before we could analyze that process, we
needed to identify the components (and their costs) of a particular
city's desagregation plan. Such an identification could take the
folluwing form:

Dcsoggegation Budget

gznsgdicuras
Program A (e.8., transportation) $xx
Program B (e.g., magnet schools) $xx
Program C ‘e.g., staff training) $xx
Program n ( ) Sxx_
Total $xxx
9




Revenues

Source M (e.g., federal grant) Syy

Source N (e.g., state aid) Syy

Source 0 (e.g., corporate) _Syy
Total Syyy

Net Costs: Expenditures minus Revenues (+ ot =)

School districts may (or may not) use such a format. We sought to’
examine and compare the ways iz .aich desegregation budgets are
displayed, and the reasouns underlying the formats. We anticipated
that differences among cities would reflect differences in budgetary
processes. For example, City A might allocate a high proportion of
its desegregation budget to transportation because of the easy
availdbility of state transportation aid, whereas City B might
minimize transportation because of low state transportation aid.
City C might feature magnet schools because of the availability of
ESAA or corporate revenues for such schools, whiie City D might
fiad that access to such sources is limited and herce magnets are
aot practical.

We were mindful of the formidatle conceptual, empirical, aad
political problems that would impinge on any efforts to depict
"desegregation budgets.” We alraady have taken noce of the
conceptual difficulties involved in distinguishing among the costs of
desegr’ ation, equity, and compeasation. Another problem, which
plag. -~ st studies of categorical aid programs, is "bootlegging'':
funds . .ensibly allocated for one purpose are used for another.
Sometimes outside aid simply supplants local resources, as might be
the case when ESAA funds are used to purchase texts. More often
however, the problem is that goals ara merged. Magnet schools, for
exsanple, may sarve not merely to desegregate, but also to improve the
quality of education and perhaps to stem middle class flight from the
schools. We doubted that such problems could be "solved" in
vays satisfactory to averyone. At the same time wa anticipated that
we could develop solutions that were workable in terms of both
research and poiicymaking.

2. wmmm_iﬁsmmmmm-
sation of desegregation vlans?

This quest.ion, which wrs to be the main focus of the research
team's activity, can usefu! , be divided into three subquestions.
The first concerns the ideucity and roles of the actors who partici-
pate in the formulation of desegregation budgets. The second and
third concern the procssses of resource mobilization and allocationm,
respectively.
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2.1 Who are the actors? Under ordinary circumstances the roster
of actors in the budgetary process includes departmental and
divisional officers, govermmental liaison personnel, members of

the superintlnden:'s cabinet, the board, city officials, and
occasional interest group representatives (e.g., teacher union
spokesperaons) . Desegregation may {introduce new actors such as
judges, court-appointed experts, directors of externally-funded
desegregation assistance programs, attorneys, and coutractors. The
introduction of such actors ralses a mumber of interesting questions.
Bow do they interact with actors already engaged in budgeting?

What are their tactics? Where do conflicts arise between estab-
1ished and new actors? Who: resolvas competing claims which €ocus
upon desegregation costs and revenues? Who develops and reviews
resource mobilization strategies?

2.2 How does the resource mobilization process affact the design

and ggglenentation of desagr=zation plans? Desegregation may be
viewed as an opportunity 2 = r3 funds not othevwise available.

In St. Louis, for example, it appears that some of the school systen's
latent ideas for "alternative schools" were suddenly activated by

the prosnect of receiving ESAA funds for "magnet schools.”" In

Boston desegregation became a vehicle for tapping sources of corporate
and bigher education support not previously utilized. In Wisconsin
the legislature's adoption of Chapter 220--a desegregation incentive
pill-——had effects upon the type of plan that school districts
developed and implemented. Where transportation 1is a factor in
desegregation, the type of state reimbursement program could affect
the mode and scope of the transportation systems that are built into

a desegregation plan.

A second mammer in which resource mobilization processes might
af fect desegregation would occur when expected or hoped-for funds

do not materialize. Such an event presumably would require either
(a) revision of the desegregation planm to accommodate the new finan-
cial reality, or (b) delay in {mplementation, or (c) revision of
other portions of the school budget in order tv provide funds needed
for desagregation, oT (d) some combination of these. Each option
would require either & change in the plan or a change in the context
{n which the plan was implemented.

The search for resources to p&y for desegregation may direct
attention to opportunities for resource re-sllocation within a
school system. If these opportunitias exist, their realization may
feed back upon the design of the desegregation plan. For example
s<veral urban school desegregation plans have included plans for
closing large nuxbers of schools. The number and location of the
schools to be closed can have substantial effects upon the assign-
ment of students in the system, and upon transportation costs and
saintenance costs. The funds reslized from school closings may
(or may not) be applied to meet the costs of desegregation. The
potential availsbility of such fuuds mey help determine the extent
to which a local district is dependent upon outside resources for
1

ad




desegreg-tion——a dependence which in turn affects the nature of the
desegregation plan which is adopted and implemented.

Finaily, we expectsd that where local school districts were
dependent upon local taxpayers to foot the school bill, ang where
there was cvspicion that local taxpayers will not support school
caxes which are used for desagregation, there might be a special
effo:t to design a desegregation plan that relies on non-local
revrnue sources. Were such plans different from those which are
built on local tzx revenues?

2.3 FHow dozs the resource allocation process affect the design and

lementation of desegregation plans? We surmised that the choice
of components for a city's desegregation plan would be affected by
the way in which budget officers handled resource allocation prob-
lens. One of the starkest issues can be posed quite bluntly:
teacher salaries v. buses. (We find it particularly interesting
that teacher strikes so frequently coincide with the introductiom of
large-scale desegregation.) We believed thit an early and funda-
ments]l resource allocation problem, then, concerned the decision
about the overall portion of the school budget to be allocated to
desegregation. Where the resources to be allocated would not be
available in the absence of desegregation, the problem would not
be acute; however where desegregation absorbed funds that could
be used for other purposes, i.e., where there was a re-allocation
or re-distribution question, profound and potentially divisive
Judgments would have to be made. Thus we would inquire about the
competing claims in such circumstances, including the ways in
which they were advanced and the manner of their disposition.

Other allocation problems may be less dramatic but no less
significant. For example, how.is it determined whether a facilicy
will be remodeled or replaced? Do advocates within a school system
argue the relative virtues of human relations training v. expansion
of the teaching staff v. employment of specialists and aides?

3. Hcw does desegregation affect the budget process?

Our prior queries were designed to explore the ways in which
the budgetary process affects the design and implementation of
desegregation plans. Our final research problem was of a different
sort: we wished to ascertain whether--and how--desegregation
affected the budgetary process. In different terms, does desegre-
gation change the actors and the procedures engaged in budgeting?
Does desegregation affect the ways in which budget categories are
defined or displayed? Are the peculiar demands of desegregation
budgeting accommodated within the existing budgetary process of
urban school systems, or do those demands alter that process?

In addressing this question, we thought it might be useful to

visualize urban school desegregation as a three-phase process.
The first, which typically occurs during litigation, is the period
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of "hypothetical' budgeting: parties in the proceedings (and
their agents) may construct a desegregation budget to sult their
adversarial postures. In Colton's pilot study (1978) this phase
often was characterized by wildly inaccurate assertions about the
costs of desegregation. The second, or "transitional" stage,
cccurs during the period in which a de¢segregation plan is first
implemented. Often this phase occurs under close citizen or
court scrutiny. A final "post-desegregation” phase occurs after
the desegregation plan is institutionalized.

Tae budget process might differ from phase to phase. That
is, in the early phase actors within the justice system (attorneys,
judges, experts, witnesses) may be prominent. During the transi-
tional phase school personnel and offices not previously engaged
in budgeting might be heavily involved. For example, a dasegre-
gation office or a magnet school office may become involved.
Later, as tbs desegregation is institutionalized, these new actors
may be displaced, or they may become regular fixtures in the
budget making process. For example, busing contractors may
acquire a stake in desegregation, and particularly in contracted
transportation. How do they protect and advance their interescs?
ESAA-funded magnet programs may acquire a lense on life in the
first few years of desegregation and then face a cut—off of
transitional federal funds. What then? What happens to budgeting
for desegregation when judicial oversight is terminated? We
simply did not know.

In the end, we anticipated that the budgetary process, which
influences desegregation policy and practice, might itself be
transformed by desegregation. In Wildavsky's terms, a "new base"
is introduced, and new "aides to calculation” as well as new
actors ars introduced. The effects of these alteratious could
extend far beyond the desegregation arena. There is some evidence
that sites which have undergone desegregation have experienced
broad scale reforms in instruction and management. These reforms
may be reflections of changes in the budgetary process, but
they also may require changes in that process in order to be sus-
tained. We intended to ¢onclude our inquiry by considering
desegregation finance in the larger context of urban school reform.

Post-Mortem

A discussion of the adequacies and inadequacies of the initial
research questions appears in the concluding sactions of this report.
Initially however it may be useful to forewarn the reader that as
our field work proceeded we found it essential to make adjustments
in our initial formulations of questions. Some questions were
dropped; others were kept. Many were modified. New ones were
added. Such is the nafure of exploratory studies. The initial
questions may not yield answers at all. They may be displaced by
newer and still-unanswered questions. The new questions are not
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(ve hope) lesser ones; they are (ve believe) better ones. And

the initial questions which remain unanswered were not (we like to
think) stupid ones; they simply were not appropriate to the types
of raalisies we encountered. Put differently, the theories

which guided our initial formulations were not always useful to the
task of making sense out of the phencmena we sbserved.

Here, in a nutshell, is what we found. The overall guiding
hypothesis was not supported. The budgetary process is not a
major determinant of the design and implementation of Adesegre-
gation plans. Indeed, at least during the early stages of desegre-~
gation decisions about its nature and scope are made largely with-
out reference to normal budgetary process, and reflect strategic
orientations more closely attuned to legal, political, and
pedagogical criteria than to financial criteria. Put differently,
desegregation planning proceeds with scant attentionm to matters of
affordability (revenues) or cost-effectiveness.

Desegregation budgats rarely are designed to reflect the
true costs of desegregation. They are designed and used as tactical
weapons aimed at affecting the thinking of judges, elected
officials, officials in state and federal administrative agencles,
and the public. Thus the technical difficulties of cost identifi-
cation which we anticipated were not even raised. The real costs
of desegregation are not computed.

As ve anticipated, desegregation catapults new actors into
the decision arena which affect school budgets. But typically
these actors are not budgetary personnel. They do not think in
budgetary terms. Fcequently they view desegregation as an opportu-
nity to alleviate financial difficultias and to mobilize new
financial resources. That is, they do not exhibit the ctypes of
behavior which the Wildavsky model imputes to budgetary personnel.
And, as noted previcusly, their actions rarely are constrained by
the normal budgetary procesez.

Finally, the desegregation process may profoundly affect the
budgetary process, as we snticipated. But the nature of those
effects varies enormously from city to city and time to time.

In sum, our initial questions served nicely to take us into
the arenas vhere issues of desegregation and finance are juxtaposed.
But the process of juxtaposition was not exactly what we anticipatad—
nor was it uniform from site to site. The concluding section of
this report will elaborate more fully on these comments.

' I1. METHOD
. {
The stud? reported here was exploratory. Thus our selection
of study sites and study methods was designed to provide an optimal
mix of breadth (multiplu sites), depth (immersion within sites),
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chronological diversity (early stages of desegregation and later
stages), viewpoint (defendants and plaintiffs, plus local and
state and federal officials), and adaptability (standard inquiries
across sites, plus nev and site-specific questions prompted by

our initial ones). We did operate within several restrictioms.
Very large cities (enrollmencs in excess of 120,000) were excluded
because they wers desmed to be outliers whose special features--
including, in many cases, their uncertain status vis-a-vis
court-ordered desegregation——rendered them of limited significance
to smaller but more typical American cities. We also eliminated
county-type districts, electing to councentrate ou central city
districts; the latter are found primarily in the northeast,
nidvest, west, and border states where the desegregation process
currently is under vay, whereas the former type is located
primazily in the southeast, where desegregation is, in many

casas, a fait accompli. 1In addition we had limited resources-=-
enough to parmit three to five visits to each of four or five
cities.

Four cities were selected for study. All had enrollments
in the 40,000-120,000 range. They were located in the northeast,
midwest, and west. Litigation on 1iability had been complated in
all of them, and they were at various stages of designing and/or
implementing court-supervised dusegregation plans. All included
a genuine racial mix, i.e., at least 25% of whatever race was in
the minority. We deliberately sought to include fiscally-
deyendent and fiscally-independent cities; as it happened we had
two of esch type. In addition ve included sites with Hispanic
minorities—a fact which turned out, upon examination, to have
little discernible relationship to the financial aspects of
desegregation and which therefore is not considered in this report.

Initial contacts in each city were arranged through the
supcrintnndunts' offices—often with the help of intermediaries
who knew us and them. No city rejected our request for access,
and in each case ve were given valuable asaistance by top
officials, albeit with attitudes ranging from genuine support
to considerable skepticism. Anonymity of sites and sources was
assured. Once access vas secured, our principal sources of
data were central ofrice officials, e.g., assistant and asso-
ciate superintendents, division heads, goverrmental affairs
personnel, and other "downtown” types. We also talked with school
board members and attorneys, court personnel (e.g., Masters),
and, in some cases, representatives of plaintiff or citizen
groups. Some schools were visited. Newspaper accounts, cowt
dacuments, and documents prepared by school officials were
obtained.

Interviews, the key source of insignts and understandings,
were pres:ranged, but were largely unstructured. Interviews
were not! recorded, but notes wer: taken and summaries were
recorded immediately after each interview-—a process much aided
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by the fact that two interviewers were present for most interviews.
The field staff included the project’'s co-investigators (two
academicians-—one in the field of educational policy and adminis-
tration, and the other a sociologist) and a part-time consultant
who is a school board member in a large city (not studied)
currently undergoing desegragation.

In addition to our on-site sources we sought and obtained
information from (a) ESAA officials in Washington, (b) two
nationally-prominent experts who have designed urban school desegra-
gation plans, (c) the chief financial officer of a school system
not included in our study, and (d) a former big-city school super-
intendent who had weathered the desegregation process. We also were
informed by data collected in an earlier pilot project (Colton, 1978).

The data collection process consumed far more of our financial
resources, psychic energy, and available time than we had antici-
pated. Processing of data was, for the most part, delayed until
after completion of the field work, with the result that data gaps
were occasionally unfillable, and new questions generated by data
occasionally went unanswered. In every city significant events
were occurring-—-sume rslated to desegregation and some not--with
the result that even within the limited time-frame of our investi-
gations, the objects of our study were being transformed. Thus
in our successive visits to each city we often found it necessary
to re-orient ourselves to some new development. A cousequence of
this was that we invested more energy than we had anticipated in
reconstructing past events, for we concluded that a sense of the
developmental aspects of desegregation was important within each
city. (Initially we had anticipated capturing the developmental
dimension by working in cities at varying stages of the desegregation
process; later we concluded, at least tentatively, that the develop-
mental process differs from city to city.) As it happened, many
of our sources were veterans in the sites we were studying, and
hence were able to help us extend our time-frame J>ayond the present
and immediate past.

One further point concerning our investizative strategy is
worth noting. Originally, we planned our site visits to ccincide with
different stages of the budgetary process. We expected to f£ind that
different phases of the budget development and implementation process
affected tle thinki.; about desegregation. After our first series
of visits, wa came to realize that multiple calendars were operating
and that the budgetary calendar was not as significant for
desegregation p anning as we initially had supposed. Other funding
cycles, especially with respect to federal aid, played an {mportant
.‘role in a 4iiscrict's ability to plan for desegregation. Desegre-
gation plans, especially in ~hose districts that relied on
alternative educational programs, often were ccntirgent on federal
aid rather than district budgets. The most important calendar,
though, was what might bs termed the desegregation calendar.

Although a continucus process of desegregation planning and modifi-
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on a school year caiendar (i1.e.,

timing of spascific court orders is
erspactive of the district. The desegre~
gaticn calendar tends to be totally independent of the budgetary
calender. Soum) districts, for examplas, were requirad to imple-
ment plans for which insufficient funds were budgeted. In one
case, a stay order resulted in delaying the implementation of a
plan for which funds had been budgetad. Thus the regular budge:
cycle vas not, for us, a logical ot useful framework for this

scudy.

cation tends to take place
September to August), the
highly erratic from the p

In reporting results ve have elected to concentrate on
description. Systematic analyses will be reported elsevhere,
although some preliminary observations are jpnecluded in a final
section of this report. By portraying the process in as much
detail as possible, site~by-site, we hope to foster, in others
as well as ourselves, the conditions which promote productive
comparisons and generalizatiouns. Readers of this report are
hereby invited to enter {nto conversations with us, wherein we
may profit from outside insights and simultaneously share ours.

III. SITE REPORTS

Riverton, Thornton, Willow Hills, and Lakeview are major
American citiea. They are disguised here simply to protect the
ancaymity which we promised.

Two sets of preconceptions are reflected in the site reports.
The first set springs from the research interests discussed
previously. The cities we selected, and the desegregation proceed=-
ings in those cities, serve, for us, merely as background or
milieu. It has been necessary to sketch portions of that back-
ground in each city. However our principal interest, and hence
the focus of our accounts, is the financial aspects of desegregation
{n each city. Thus readers seeking information about the dynamics
of integrated classrooms, about the determinants of student achieve=
ment, about the social structure of school and cummunity, about
constitutional questions, and a host of other i{nteresting aspect3
of desegregation vill be disappointed here. Our focus, to repeat,
{s on the finaacial aspects of desegregation. By emphasizing
that zspect, we subordinate others.

ig that of our informants. Each had his or

reflecting not merely the situations
in which the person had been involved, but also the preconceptions
and attitudes brought to those events. Our own presence created

- gt11l snother event; many of our sources had an interest in
persuading us of the logic and wisdom of their particular view.
Where possiblae ve have tried to portray competing views of reallity

in each site. But "yalance" was not our main goal. Often it was
we discovered, do r.ot have an

The secoud blas
her owa comstruation of events,

got even possible. Many actors,
They simply had not thought about ic.
rsight.

view of desegregation fimance.
We hope that the subsequent accaun
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RIVERTON

T. BACKGROUND

Riverton is one of the older cities in this region. Its
location on a major wvatervay helped it, at one time, to become
both an important port city and a manufacturing ceater. Riverton
is now an important cultural and finsncial center. The Riverton }
Public Schools are governed by a five-member school board elected
at largs every two years. The school board members are unpaid.
Currently, they appoint the school superintendent aad approve all
scaderic and non-academic appointments. In the past, all school
department msnagement operations also reported to the board.

Historical Overview

A number of years ago, Federal pistrict Court Judge Phillip
Weinberg found that the school board and school department had
intentionally maintained 2 segregated system and ordered them to
develop and implement a desegregation plan. As an interim measure,
the court required the implemsntation of an'already existing plan
to eliminate racial {solation in the Riverton Public Schools.

During the next year, a wide variety of desegregation plans
and proposals were presented to the federal court by the various
participants in the Riverton case. Af:er considerable delibera-
tions, the court approved a plan that entailed the re-drawing of
school attendance area lines and feeder patterns and the inclusion
of educational programs to foster desegregation. The plan neces=
sitated the transportation of roughly 21,000 students.

Riverton has been involved in the desegregation process for .
over five years. During this time, the Riverton schools have p
experienced considerable "vhite flight." Early estimates of white .
loss are hindered by the fact that pre—desegregation enrollment 1
data in Riverton vas highly questionable. However some observers ;
claim that in one yesr, five years after the initial implementation !
of the plan, the rate of white loss was as high as 1S percent.

They point to the existence of predominantly black schools now

located in the middle of all white neighborhoods. According to

soma measures, interracial contact is not significantly diffaerent

aow than it was prior to the implementation of the initial plan.

Indeed, school officials complain that "heir attempts to secure

ESAA funds are hindered by the fact that racial ratlos as repre-

sented on OCR statistics are not now much better than thc{ were in

the early 70's. Riverton has seen its overall earollment/decline

from roughly 74,000 in the 1970's to 66,000 in 1980. t
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The Riverton School System has undergone considerable change
during this time as well. There have been changes in the composi-
tion of the board with respect to the desegregation question. In~
the early 70's the majority of the board was firmly opposed to
"forced busing."” The minority was only willing to "comply with
the law.” The school bureaucracy was largely unprepared for
desegregation and the board provided little initiative or guidance
in this area.

In the mid-70's a more moderate board was elected and efforts
vere taksn to modernize the school bureaucracy. A desegregation
office is now part of the system's organizational structure.
Riverton currently maintains a number of desegregation programs
that cperate as part of the normal functioning of the school
department. These include transportaticn, safety and security,
educational programs, staff development, curriculum development,
and community and human relations work. Over the years, Riverton
has made a number of adjustments in student assignments to main-
tain racial integration. Currently, Riverton school officials
are working with city and state officials to develop a long-term
plan which incorporates facilities planning, racial integratiom,
and educational quality.

The Financial and Budgetary Comtext

Riverton is a financially dependent school districe. The
school district does not raise its own taxes. Rather, its budget
is part of the overall Riverton city budget. The Rivertom School
District, however, is guaranteed a level of funding at least the
size uf the previous year's allocation. The school board 1is
responsible for the allocation of resources within the school
department. .However, all of the moniey received by the school
departmant is chanreled thrcugh the city treasury. Some Riverton
school officials, as we shall see, feel this creates difficulties
for the budgeting and accounting of school funds.

It has not been uncommon for the Rivertom Public 3>chools to
overrun their budgeted allocatirn. A number of years ago, Riverton
ran a rather severe daficitc, and the next year's budget appeared
likely to contoin a substantial increase over and above this defi-
cit. City-wide political leaders and exterral monitoriag groups
claimed that there was a considerable waste in the allocation and
aanagemenc of resourcss in the department as a whole. Indeed, as
Riverton school officials novw acknowledge, there was really no
budgetary system at all at this time.

In the mid-70's, the Riverton School Department underwent a
two-phased process of budgetary reform. During the first phase,
a new budget dirsctor appointad by the board and reportidg directly
to the board looked for arsas of fat in the Riverton school budget.
She was able to reduce the proposed budget by recalculating planned
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expenditures in accordance with more realistic cost esti.ations.
In this way, she was able to reduce proposed expenditure increases
without reducing the delivery of services. The second phase of
the budget reform process entailed the reorganization of the budg-
etary system to (1) ensure more {nformation about expenditures
through systematic accounting procedures, (2) establish greater
control over expenditures by broadening the interface between

the budgetary system «nd other parts of the school department, and
(3) the creation of a cost-center budgeting approach. In summary,
the system moved from an incremental budgetary approach tc an
approach in which each cost-center's appropriation is justified
on an annual basis.

An Outline of the Budgetary Process

Currently, Riverton's budgetary system is based on a numbe
of cost centers. These include various administrative units and
individual schools. Ezch cost center manager {s responsible for
seeing to it that funds are allccated in accordance with specific
formulae. There also is a detailed coding of expenditures within
each center. For example, there are separate codes for the
different types of teachers and for different types cof non-salary
expenditures.

The budgetary process reflects the hierarchical organi zation
of the system. The schocl board has tae role of chief policy
maker. The superintendent is responsible for the implementation
of those policies on 2 daily basis. Beneath him there are two
deputy superintendents——one for management and ome for academic
affairs. There are speci.fic departments beneath each of these
which have their own cost center managers. These are also hier-
archically organized. With respect to academics, each school
constitutes a cost center and has its own manager and its own
budget. Each cost senter's manager 1s responsible for the budget
for that center. However, the guidelines for resource allocation
are established by the central administration. Principals function
as cost center managers for their individual schools. The schools
are organizad in accordance with the district lines established
in the desegregation plan approved by the federal district court.
Each of these districts {s headed by an area superintendent who 1is
responsible for the schools in that area. The management depart<
ment is organized in a similarly hierarchical manner.

The board sets an expenditure ceiling each year for the system
as a whole. Cost center MANagers then make their requasts in
accordance with guidelines established by the central administra=
tion and budget office. The procuss begins in January. Guide-
lines are sent through the budget office to cost centars.
Throughout the winter, central off.ce personnel mset with area
superintendents snd dep at heads concerning projected needs.
Towards the beginning of spring, individual principals submit thelr
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proposed budget. to area superintendents. Meetings then take
place between area superintendents and the budget office personnel.
A preliminary budget is then presented to the superintendent, who
may make certain recommendations end return them with the budget

to the budget office. Area superintendents then old public
hearings on their proposed budgets. Based on th superintendent’s
recommendations and the area hearings, the budgef office may make
certain changes in the proposed budget. By earlyh\June, a budget
{s submitted to the board which holds more public hedrings. In
mid-June, the board approves a budget and sands its request to the
mayor who may either increase or cut the proposed allocation.

The mayor may cut the budget only to the lcve!>:§tche amount Spent
the previous year. The mayor's office then submits the budget to

' the common council. They may cut the supplemental request even
further. If these cuts are cousidered too extensive, the mayor may
request a greater allocation from the council. When the mayor 1is
satisfied with the allocation, he will notify the school board and
the funds will be appropriated.

The Riverton schools' operating budget reflects primarily
local funds. State and federal categorical aid is budgeted sepa-
rately. State raimburséments, however, first come into the city
treasury and are then put directly into the city's general fund.
This money does not appear as revenuas in the school department's
budget. A percentage of the district desegregation transportacion
costs is reimbursed by the state. These costs are so indicated ino
the budget document.

Almost 85% of the budget is determined by "fixed obligations."
These include expenditures required by court orders, legislative
-statutes, matching state and federal grants, contractual agreemants
and building and plant expenses. For the 1980-81 fiscal year,
projected court-ordered expendityres related to desegregation con-
stituted a little bit more than 5% of the general fund and only
about 6.5% of all the fixad obligations. However, as we shall see,
the question of what constitutes a desegregation cost is a bit
more complex. :

Under the current budgetary system a number of mechanisms have
been establishad to try to control spending. All fund transfers
must be approved by the budget office. The personnel department
has been requirdd to réstrict appointments to those provided for
on an "authorized position list."” More systematic enrollment
monitoring has led to more modest estimates of the resources needed
at individual schools.

Cost accounting is still somewhat of a problem. The school
system often will not receive expenditure control reports until
sometime after a purchase is made. The interface betwsen the
school snd city budgsting systems also needs to be completed.
Currantly, Rivertom school officials are looking for ways to
integrate federal and state resources into the ope.ating budget.




Current Financial Situation

' Like many other urban school districts, Riverton is caught
betveen declining enrollments and increasing expenditures. School
spending is often blamad for the city's f1scal difficulties, and
desegregation has been blamed for increases in school spending.
Bowever, most Riverton officials now say that desegregation has
becoms sn integral part of school departmant operations and is

not among the most important reasons for the financial difficulties
faced by the district.

Riverton proposed a budget of $195 million foc che 1979-80
school year, only 4.4% above the previous year's allocation.
Riverton school officials proudly compared this to higher
increases in the budgets of the state government and those of
other city departments.

In 1979-80, howewver, the school departme.t overspent ics
sllocation. This overrunm, according to school officials, is
qualitatively different than previous deficits. Where previous
overruns could be eliminated by removing excess from the budget,
the current overrun is due to nevw financial demands. Specifi-
cally, school officials cite:

" (1) Inflatiom

(2) Increases in safety and sacurity costs cesulting from
incidents during the past year

(3) The need to reduce the size of certain classes. In
some instances, it was necessary to reduce the teacher-
student ratios in order to comply with state and
federal regulations related to bilingual and special
education. In other cases, class size reductions
resulted from the district's own educatiom enrichment
programs

(4) Additiomal material expenditures resulting from compli~
ance with stats and faederal regulations regardin’-
bilingual and special education

(5) Unanticipated persomn:l expenditures due to increased
salaries and leng-term leaves of absence

(6) Maintenance costs of school buildings used by the city
of Riverton

In order to reduce this deficit, school department of ficials
proposed the following measures:

(1) Transferrirg the costs of running after-school programs
from the school department to the city
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(2) Reduction of central office staff

(3) A freeze on the purchase of supplies and equipment
(4) A freeze on anon-ess 1tial, non-instructional hiring
(S) A freeze on nev consultant contracts

(6) Cancellation of pon-essential evening programs

(7) A 40% reduction ia the aumber of transitional aides
(desegregation assistance personnel)

school buses

(9) Teacher layoffs if an excess is indicated. (This would
apply to temporary and provisional teachers.) (school

|
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(8) Postponament of the district's plan to purchase its own

department remorandum)

As the year proceeded, however, it bocame apparent that these
neasures would not suffice to eliminate the deficit. The school
board'opposed s-me of the planned reductions in administrative
staff. Estimates of the deficit rose from $10 million to $15
mdillion. When school began in September, the budgetary picture
appeared even worse than expected. The Rivertom School Board's
requast for fiscal '8l had ballooned to $236 million. Thevy
already were spending at a rate of $240 million. Mcanwhile, the
mayor had refused to approve any amount which exceeded the 1979-80
alloeation of $195 million and the city auditor had refused to
pay for roughly §7 milliom {n vendors' fees from 1980. School
officials forecast that schools would have to close in early March
{f their appropristion was not increased. An additional important
faccor in the new defic ~ vas & regently signed collective
bargaining agreement which . “‘lfxngnhcrs a two-year a0 layoff

contract.

Riverton school officials claim that budgetarily, they are
caught betwaen "the Devil and the deep blus sea."” On the ome hand,
they claim that state and federally mandated programs have caused
a dramatic increass in costs. On the other hand, their own pro=
perty tax base is shrinking and funds from federal and state

sources have not significantly increased.

In the past, desegregation bore almoat the total blame for the
district's financial difficulties. Now, however, laws regarding

special and bilingual education receive most of t*e blame. Some
external observers claim that Riverton school officials have padded

these budgets, including programs and activities that are not
necessarily mandated by those laws and regulations.

We have uo data on the validity of thise claims with respect
EA o9Q ‘



to bilingual and special education. Our information strongly
sugyests that the observers are correct, in part, with respect to
desegregation. Our data also suggests that the giruation is some-
vhat more complex than a simple attempt to "pad' the desegregation
budget. Rather, the interasting thing about desesregation
planning in Rivertom is that it took place outside of any budgetary
context whatsosever.

II. DESEGREGATION IN RIVERTON

The Early Days

In order to understand the difficulties of early desegregation
planning in Riverton, it is important to consider the political
context in which the plan for the removal of the racial isolation
and inicial desegregation initiatives were implemented in Riverton.
In the late 60's, the state established regulations which required
local school districts to assure that all schools remained within
specified racial guidelines. Busing and redistricting as well as
location of new school construction could be used to assure this.
1f local school districts failed to comply, procedures existed
whereby state funds could be withheld. Ultimately, if the district
still failed to desegregate, the state board of education could
implement a plan of its own. These regulations however, did
restrict the time and distance of bus rides.

In the 60's two integration measures were implemented in
Riverton. The first of these was the Open Enrollment Plan of
Riverton (OEPR). This plan was to epable students to transfer on
a voluntary basis to any school in order to improve the racial
balance. This program, however, was carelessly implemented and
in soms cases OEFR transfers exacerbated racial segregation by
facilitating the transfer of white students from integratad schools
to predominantly white schools. Ome school board member publicly
referred to OEPR as '"the Big Out.”

T . other integration initiative, the Matropolitan Outreach
Program (MOP), vas a busing plan in which blacks could apply for
seats in suburban school districts. This plan as well as OEPR was
initiated by concermned black parents and community leaders. They
were originally funded by black community groups. Currently MOP
is funded by the state. ,

In the late 60's a protracted legal and political battle
ensuad between State officials attempting to gain compliance with
the new regulations and local school officials in Riverton, who
vieved these laws as an atteopt by ''suburben 1iberals” to "force"
integration on Riverton while their own communities remained
"11ly white."”
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- Riverton officials fought the state throughout the late 60's
and early 70's in 2a highly publicized and politicized conflict.
The state withheld funds twice during this time. Tre first time,
however, a state court ovdered that the funds be released because
propar procsdures had not been followed. The second fund cut off
created major problems for the city, since state funds, at that
time, comprisec =oughly 40% of the city's operating budget.

The state actions exacerbated an already tense and highly
conflictual relationship between the mayor and the Riverton School
Board. According to some observers, members of the Rivertom School
Baard were mote than willing to defiantly oppose state lavs
requiring the -emoval of racial {solation and refuse state funds
while the city suffered from their actions. Interestingly, at this
tims, the mayor and other concerned groups proposed a aumber of
plans. for reorganizing the Riverton Public Schools including the
removal of the at-large elected school board and the placement of
the schcol‘d.pattmsnt's budget under the mayor's control. These
reforms ultimately failed the same year in which desegregation
began in Rivertom.

1n the early 70's, state officials began toO realize that their
attempts to racially balance Riverton were not working and the
state undertook to develop the Riverton Plan for the Removal of
Racial Isolation (RPRRI). According to the state commissioner of
education, this plan was devaeloped in a 30-day period. Although
he would have liked to have considered the financial ramifications
of the plan, he admits that time did mot allow for such consi-
derations.

The ability <o consider financial aspects was made even more
difficult by the process through which the plan was developed. The
Riverton School Board had refused to authorize the school depart-~
nent to develop a plan. As a result, state officials developed
the plan theaselves, with commsnts and criticisms from local school
officials on various state proposals. Hence, the RPRRI was
developed in a series of hearings vhere plans developed by the
state officials were systematically critiqued by local officlals
who would present further information which the state would then
attempt to include in their plan. According to one participant in
this process, it seemad as though local school officials had all
the nacessary information with which to develop a plam, but that
this was "in the heads of a few key planners.” It is deubtful that
state officials had a reasonably sufficient information base on
vhich to anake finsncial projections eveun if they tad had the time
to do so.

One further implication of the process was the use of police
blocks as the basis for the sZudent reassignments. New school
boundaries and sttendance areas were drawn in accordance with these
plocks. This approach has veen criticized in that large sections
of the district without residential population were figured into
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the plan. The approach also produced awkward school district
boundaries. In one instance, a school boundary vas drawa right
chrough the middle of a newly constructed school, making it unclear
as to which attendance area vas to apply. Although not entirely
satisfied with the app-oach, the state commissioner of education
defends the use of police blocks on the grounds that they were the
"only reasonably reliable sources of data that included racial
demographics.”

The state commissioner of educaticn regrets one other aspect
of RPRRI and, more particularly, the regulations under which it
was developed. These ragulatious placed a limit on the distance
a child could be bused. _This resulted in the development of a plan
which would be less extensive than the system-wide plans currently
being ordered in some cities under Kayes V. Denver. Because the
RPRRI was only a 1{mited plan it vas necessary for Riverton to
undergo & two-staged desegregation process; the limited plan one
year, & system—ride plan the next. This created additional
disruptions in the continuity of students' educational programming
- and required additional administrative efforts.

After a long legal pattle, thie state supreme court upheld
the constitutionality of the RPRRI and ordered the implementation
of that plan the follcwing fall. At the same time, though, moves
were underfoot in the state legislature to repeal or somehow
modify the regulacions oo racial isolatiom. That spring, shortly
before the federal court's liability finding, the governor indi-
cated that he would approve a modified law- containing financial
incentives for districts that voluntarily desegregated. Riverton
of ficials -expectad that this would mean that they would not have
to implement the RPRRI and in part, for this reason, did not make
major implementation plans during that spring. Later that spring,
Judge Weinber3 found for the plainciffs and ordered the impledmen-
tation of ti=a RPRRI as a temporary remedy.

That summer, just two weeks after Federal District Court Judge
Phillip Weinberg found that the Riverton School District had
intentionally created and maintained a segregated school system,
the state regulations were substantially modified. The state's
power to require the elimination of racial isolation was curtailed.
The state board of education, however, was grantsd the pover tO
use state funds to revard districts that took '"voluntary" desegre=
gation {nitiatives. In a sense, the stick was taken away and
replaced by a carrot. With respect to Riverton, however, the
modification of the state lavs vas rendersd moot by the federal
court's order ‘which required the implementation of the RPRRI as a
temporary remedy. The judge later admitted that he had not read
that plan prior to {ssuing the order (newspaper report).

After the Federal District Court's finding, the Riverton
School Board asked the judge to allow it to develop an alternative
desagregation plan that would setisfy the more extensive federal
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guidelines requiring systen-vide desegregation. The judge,
however, no doubt aware of the Riverton School Board's record
and vary of the hazards of a delay in {mplementation planning,
was reluctant to grant the board's request. He stated

Now I am not going to give people a basis for holding
everything of: for another three weeks. I think
every day is of the essence here, not just every
vesk. And when I see ou television police officials
and community laaders talking about things that are
being done nov rovard preparing for September, it
pakes me a little bit doubtful about the wisdom of
telling them: Well, taka three weeks off and we
will see what we can tell you... (court transcript)

However, the board's motioun was supported by the plaintiffs who
believed that & local plan could be more effectively implemented
sud the judge granted this request. In the end, the board refused
to approve such a plan. According to some observers, this
resulted in 3 further telescoping of the planning process iato

a shorter period of time.

During this period, it was not clear who was going to run the
Riverton school desegregsation plan. The school board denied anv
connection with the proviaional plan to remove racial isolatiom.
For a time, it appeared that che city and school department vere
noving in different directions with respsct to the safety and
security aspects of the plan. The mayor criticized the Riverton
school superintendent for not playing an active enough role in
preparing for che busing of 20,000 children."

In mid-summer, the problem of "gplit authority for desegre-
gation" was reported in ome of the local newspapers. One Riverton
School Board msmber read this article aloud at the next school
board meeting. At that meeting, & decision was reached to put the
school superintendent in charge of desegregation. This move was
criticized in the local press. According to the Riverton Daily

Nevs:

It was a charade that no one involvcd-—ccrtainly not
the Superintendent and not even the Mayor himself-—
belisved for a second. The Mayor had used the occasion
of the call for & designated leader to put a little

. political distance between himself and the issue
he knew had the potential of wrecking his political

career.

The supcrintcndcn:'s role and the lack of a coordinating mechanism
was criticized by a federal monitoring group. According to them:

Alrhough the Superintendent was the official imple-~
amentation coordinator, he established no mechanism
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vhich would ensurs that all actors in the school
dasegregation process were kept regularly and
completely informed of all activities going on in
Riverton.

The lack of such a coordinating mechanism caused
coutinuing problems. Without a central source for
the exchange of information, neither %hose directly
involved in the desegrsgation process nor the
citizens of Riverteon could be sures whether they had
accurate and complate irformation. Formulating plans
and programs was made wore Jifficult because one
could not discover what planning and programming

had been or was being dome.

An example of such confusion and possible duplication
of effort was the experience of many community residents
wiio were interested in either designing or partici-
pating in school department training programs. No
one_appeared to know what kinds of training were
available, what kinds of program funds had been applied
for and might be obtained, or what sources had been
applied to for :raining assistance.

There was considerable confusion as to how the provisional
plan was to be funded. The school board had approved an expen-
diture of funds for the plan. However, when the board's budget
went to the common council im July, certain council members
refused to approve the budget because the school hoard had promised
to produce an alternative to the provisional plan. One council
member asserted that he did not want to be in the position of
having to appropriata money for "an indefinite busing plan.”

Later, the council removed monies from the school board's supple-
zantal appropriation. Although the council is prohibited from
cutting specific programs, the amount removed was equal to the
estimated costs of busing. When school officlals complained to the
court that they fsared a deficit because of the council's action,
the court told them to allocate the necessary funds, and worry
about the deficit later om (court transcript). The council's
action vas primarily symbolic im that the busing funds had already
been appropriated by the Riverton School Board.

Msetings took place between city and school officials through-
out the latter part of the summer. Attempts were made to coordi-
nate safety and security efforts undertaken primarily by the city
wicth the transportation plan being developed by 3chool officials.
An information center was established in the basement of City Hall.
However, top city and school officiLls remained aloof from these
activities. According to ome board member,

Police and schoos officials and some city officials
met regularly to plan transportatiou and security.
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The school board requested 3 meeting with Mayor
Burns, the only formal meeting it had with the
mayor during the crisis.

In September the RPRRI was implemented. 1t was accompanied
by considerable protest activities by white parents, violence, and
disruptions in many of the schools. During the first few days
thers vas some confusion in the implementation of the transporta-
tion plan. Some students were left scranded at bus sStops. How-
ever, the major problems were occurring in the schools. According
to ons Riverton School Board member:

1 dacided to visit the schools with groups of parents.
We were shocked by the scheduling mess, discipline
problems, the books and some of the facilities them-
selves. We visited almost every high school and
middle scool in the city and 56 elementary schools.

The difficulties of {mplementing the RPRRI have been the
subject of considerable recriminations. Pro-integration
advocatas blame the board. Some boarc members have criticized the
RPRRI claiming that it was poorly drawun. The plan was
specifically criticized for pairing Oak Park, a relatively pooTx,
predominantly white area which was mobilized against "£orced
busing" with Berkley Heights, a predominantly black section of
the city. According to some Riverton officials, this pairing
in particular reflected the state's insensitivity to the fears
and concerns of Rivertonians.

In the fall, Judge Weinberg initilated the planning process
for a system—wide remedy. He established the following guidelines
for the development of the remedy plan. According to the court:

The defendant way utilize as necessary any known
desegregation cechniques, including, but not limited

to, changes in existing attendance areas, feeder
patterns, grade structures and building use; pairing,
clustering and grouping of schools; increasing school
capacity; volumtary majority to minority transfers;
double sess’ons; non-contiguous attendance areas;
transportation of students; magnet schools; undistricted
schools; and specisl interest or special program schools
(order) .

As a starting point though, each grade would nave to reflect the
city-wide proportion of blacks to whites in that grade level. The
plan was to be system—vide.

Judge Weinberg ord&rcd the Riverton School Board to provide
a detailed timetable, {ncluding schedules and dates for notifying
staff and pupils of assignments, dates for awarding necessa’y

trsnsportacion and other contracts, and procedures for hiring and
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training transitional aides, bus monitors avd other desegregation-
related perscanel. The Judge ordered that any school closings,
building renovation, or nevw school construction was to facilitate
desegregation and would have to be approved by the court. The
bosrd was to prspars plans for desagregacing vocational and college
preparatory schools as well as faculty and staff. He ordered the
police and public facilities departments to work with the school
department in these plamming efforts. School department data was

to be made available to these other agencies. The court ordered
the board to submit progress reports throughout the fall and

slated mid-December as the date m which the final plan was to be
submitted. Parties would have until the end of January to propose
alternatives to the plan. No criticisms of the plan, howaver, were

to be offered without alternative suggestions.

That fall, the Riverton School Department developed & student
reassigoment plan in accordance with the court-ordered schedule.
The board, however, refused to approve the submission of that plan.
After the board's refusal, Judge Weinberg appointed two experts
to assist in the development of a system—wide remedy. On the
advice of the chief expert, the Judge empowered & panel of Masters
to review the submissions of various par-ies to the case.

submitted tc the court. The first

plar (Plan A) was developed by the Riverton School Departument.

This plan divided the city into six zones. It continued some of
the pairings contained in the RPRRI and brnught into the plan
sections of the city that vere unaffected by the provisional plan.
Plan A provided that students would be allowed to attend schools

of their choice within the new zones, as long as those schools

were racially balanced. If not, students would be assigned to
other schools within the zone. Planners estimatec that over 31,000

students would have to be bused.
A was developed by the Riverton School Depart=
of ficial submission of the Riverton School

Board. In fact, the majority of the board had refused to approve
the plan for submission and after it was surreptitiously submitted

by their attorneys ed), the board moved

A number of plans were

Although Plan
ment it was not the

(who shortly after resign
Plan A was not accept-

to have the plan stricken from the record.
zble to the board majority because {t contained too much "forced

busing” which, in their view, would lead to too mich "violence and

racial hatred.”

The board suhmiftcd Plan B, a voluntary open enrollment plan
containing a variaty of educational programs. According to the
lan" would upgrade education city-wide by

board, the 'voluntary P
ng opcions." Parents were free toO choose where

providing '"learni
hool and could thus mainta’n the

their children would go to sc
"eontrol” that was lost {n Plan A. Facilities would be equalized

across the city. Plan B contained provisions for the desegregation
of Riverton's college preparatory magnet schools which had been
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found segregated in the liability finding. The plan also comtained
a provision for students to attend sn integrated educational
setting for 2 half-day once 2 wask. Plan B proposed some 35 new
magnet schools and a program through which suburban communities
could be involved in Riverton's descgregation. Costs were not
included in the submissiom.

Plan C was daveloped by the Riverton PTA. This plan desegre-
gated only those schools specificaliy mentioned in the liahility
finding. The expressed goal of this plan was "to limit forced
busing as much as vas legally possible.” Plan C also contained
provisions for '"voluntary" desegregation.

Plan D was developed by the NAACP with the assistance of an
outside consultant. This plan divided the city somewhat differently
than Plan A, achieving more student desegregation. Beyond this,
Plan D was to have more equitably distributed the burdea of busing
between black and white students. Plan D also projectad somewhat
less student transportation than Plan A. l

i
Less detailed'plans ware submitted by other parties as well.
The most important of these was a proposal submitted by the mﬂyor
to involve the suburbs in Riverton's desegregation plan. The mayor
also proposed that certain vacant tuildings in downtown Rivertoen

be used to house some high school programs. *

During the hearings, these plans were criticized cn a variety
of grounds. Finance, however, was not an important concerm. Plan
A was criticized by the plaintiffs because it failed to achieve a
sufficient amount of desegregation and because it placed the burden
of school transportatica on black students. The plaintiffs also
criticized ?lan A because the assignment process was unclear. |

Ironically, one of the chief critics of Plan A was its cr@acor,
school department planner Michael Dobler, who also deviged Plan B.
Dobler defended Plan B claiming that "I object to a desegregation
plan for the sake of a desegregatiom plan." Dobler asserted that,
"It vas better to implement Plan B, with its voluntary aspects,
than to embark on another simplistic conventional district plan
only concerned with desegregation by numbers.” Such a plan,
according to Dobler, would result in the city being "torn apart
Sepiember.” , L

Dobler did not convince the Masters or the plaintiffs' attor-
neys. Cne Master took Dobler to task for his prediction of future
violence. "Those sort of statemencs,' according to Master David
Morrisson, "do not serve this panel or these hearings. Our job is
to devise a rlan that will meet constitutional requirements and °
follow orders that have been set down by federal judges in other
desegregation cases.” The plaintiffs, in this regard, cited the '
tailure of voluntary remedies in other districts as well as their
dismal record in Riverton. Another Mastaer questioned the component
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for half-day integrated experiences. "An integrated experience,’
he claimed, "is no substitute for an integrated education.”

During the course of this testimony, the questiom of financing
Plan B was brought up by the plaintiffs' attorneys wbo implied that
Plan B would be considerably more expensive than Plan A, Plan D,

or some other simple student reassignment plan. Dobler took
exception to this line of reasoning. Although Dobler admitted that
Plan B might be more costly than a simple student reassignment plan,
he asserted that implementing Plan B would surely reduce safety

and security costs, making Plan B less expensive in the end.
Details about costs were not under consideratioa and, as Dobler
himself recalls, the debates about cost wers "emotional and
rhetorical arguments" raise” by persons with no "real budgetary
experience.”

According to John Praeger, the court's chief expert, the
Masters then went ahead to fashiom a plan that would go beyond the
limitations of the various submissions. Praeger claims that
planning activities consisted of two stages. The first stage
entailed a review of the various submissions and an attempt o
salvage helpful ideas from those plans, The second stage involved
moving beyond those proposals to develop a plan that was both
educationally sound and system-wide. During this time, the experts
acted as "gumshoes” for the Masters, seeking information about

the schools. According to one of the experts, this required long
hours in the field, studying facilities and making detailed reports
on their conditiom.

The Masters concluded that Plans B and C were simply not
constitutional. Plan B was secretly characterized as the "look
Ma, no hands plan" since from the point of view of the experts,
Masters and other pro-integrationists in Riverton, it promised to
desegregate wi‘iout any student reassignment at all. Plans A and
D were simply strict reassignment plans. Something more than this
wag viewed as necessary.

After considerable deliberation the Masters presented thelir
"Compromise Plan."” This plan contained the following proposals:

(1) The Masters increased the numbaer of zones proposed by the
school department and changed some of the attendance
area lines. They also proposed that students' individual
addresses, rather than police-blocks, be used as the
basis for the assignment system.

(2) They proposed the creation of a magnet school district
that would draw students from across the city on a
voluntary basis. '

(3) They proposad the development of 1:acit§tional linkages
between specific schools and different educational and
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cultural institutions in the community. This was termed
the Instituticnal Linkage Program (ILP).

(4) They proposed a plan for the development of community
councils to deal with desegregation problems and a
city-wide monitoring commission.

(5) They suggested that relevant labor unions be involved in
desegragation planning efforts.

The first four of the Masters' proposals vwere ultimately included
in a court-spproved desegregation plan.

Details wers provided foz all of these proposals. For example,
maps were prasented indicating the new districts, the location of
schools within districts and the relevant assignment areas. The
report also coutained the projected enrollment by race for each
school. Significantly, Oak Park and Berkeley Heights were not
paired in the Compromise Plan. The plan also contained detailed

suggestions for the ILP.

In their report, the Masters aztempted to distinguish batween
voluntary and involuntary studeat transportation. They noted that
prior to the implementation of the RPRRI, large numbers of students
vere either bused or used mess tramnsit to get to school. They
cited school department stx:tistics showing that 17,000 students
wvere mandatorily bused uader the RPRRI (although they could not
ascertain whether or not this figure included some 6,500 sctudents
bused to school prior to implementation of RPRRI). According to
their Compromise Plan a maximum of 15,000 students would have to
be bused, vesulting in a savings of tramsportation costs. The
Masters also suggested that further savings could be realized
through more prudent bus contracts. They contrasted Riverton's
busing cost of $10C per pupil with costs of $45 and $50 in other
cizies of comparable size that also had undergone desegregation.

The Compromise Plan did not contain a budget, although it did
state that savings were possible in transportation and other areas.
First, they predicted that the reduction in mandatory student
transportation and better bus contracts could save $2-$3 milliom.
Secondly, the plan called for a halt on any new school construction.
Given the declining enrollment this was to result in further
savings to the district. Thirdly, 25 facilities were to be closed
saving roughly $1 million. The Masters noted that this would lead
to increased efficiency in the use of space.

The Masters also contsnded that their plan could help the
district realize new sSources of revenue. They suggested that the

various institutions, through the ILP could "sarve as fiscal agents
for research, teacher training, curriculum, and program development
grants and contracts.” Beyond this, the redistribution of special
aeeds of students as provided for by the plan, would make the




district eligible for federal and state aid that otherwise might
be unavailable. Finally, the Masters concluded:

When this plan is implemented, the Rivzsrton public
schools will come rapidly into a condition of being
constitutionally adequate and educationally effective
enough to attract funding from all public sourcss
and from increased numbers of private sources.

This will include the rescurces generated through
cooperation with suburban school systems and with
non-public schools in the matropolitan _rea.

The "Compromise Plan," which was designed to satisfy everyone
ultimately satisfied no one. The plaintiffs claimed that the plan
failed to desegregate enough of the district. According to then,
one of the proposed sub-districts would be almost all black while
others remained predominantly white. The school board complained
that this plan still had too much "forced busing."” The Riverton
Daily News and other "moderate” leaders in the community urged
the court to give serious comsideration to the Masters' plan as
a workable compromise.

At about this time, a very interesting confusion occurred.
Newspaper reports began suggesting that the court-appointed experts
were about tn make wholesale modifications in the Compromise Plan.
Small bits of information such as a boundary change or a decision
to close a particular school surfaced in the press. Anti-busing
supporters on the board charged that the experts were "shafting"
the Masters' compromise; that there would be even more forced

busing in the fall.

The experts had a completely different view. From their
perspective, they were strengthening the Masters' proposal.
According to them, the Constitution required more desegregation
than provided in the Compromise Plan. Beyond that, the experts
feared that without the mandatory component, the magnet concept
would be threatened. Because many white students would be able to
attend predominantly white schools near their own neighborhoods,
reasonad the experts, thers was little incentive for them to
apply to the magnet schools. As a result, the magnet schools would
be both undersnrolled and segregated. Significantly, vhere the
experts sav their modifications as enhancing the dusl goals of the
Compromise Plan, desegregation and quality integrated educationm,
others in the commumity charged that the experts were abandoning
the Compromise Plan and developing a "plan of their own." Anti-
busers wers in the iromic position of criticizing the experts for
"eraghing" a plan they had criticized praviously themselves, while
the experts maintained that they were not "erashing" anything at

all.

Finally, in May, the court approved a system-vide desegregation
plan for implementation the following September. This plan

35
2J




s

contained wagy of tha ideas proposed by the Masters ineluding the
magnet school district and the ILP. Attsndance zones were re-drawn
so that the prcdoninnntly black district was eliminated. Ome
district, because of transportaticu logistics, remained predom=
inantly whive, although somse magnet programs vere scheduled for
schools in that section. This plan projected that 21,000 students
would have to be jnpvoluntarily bused.

Although the finsl plan did ot contain a budget per 3, it
did include a section sntitled "Cost Considcra:ions." Transporta-
tion vas estimated to cost $7.6 million per year. This was based
on a neaed to lease 420 buses at a rate of $100 per day. The plan
suggested that better routing and scheduling could reduce this
cost by $1 million. It was noted that the disttict vas eligible
for l00% state reimbursement of these transportation costs. The
plan also called for the closing of 15 schools. No specific figures
vers presented for savings that could result from school closings.
The plan also pr-dictcd that the inclusion of voluntary and educa-
tional components would reduce safety aad security costs. New
expenditures would be required in the areas of community and human
relations and staff development. These costs were not specified
in any detail.

Although the asters, experts, and other planners endeavored
to produce 2 fiscally responsible plan, finance was never 3
critical componeat of these deliberations. Thers vas simply too
much concern with the question of how much busing to WOrTY about
the question of how much money. John Praeger reports that efforts
wvere taken tO minimize the time and distance of bus rides and that
this may have resulted in some savings, but the primary reason
for this was the unpopularity of busing, not its cost.

The Masters vere concerned primarily with developing 3 consti-
tutional and educationally sound plan. According to one Master,
Professor Manuel Fuentes:

The main matter before the panel of masters was to
evaluate plans submitted and eventually to develop 8
plan that would meet the conscitutional requirement
for a unitary public school system and, at the same
time, enhance the quality of education in the

Riverton public schools. The masters kept this
\‘two-fold goal in focus.

The cost of the plan vas of secondary importance.

Apart from this, there are 3 variety of other reasons for the

lack of ccr.cern with financial matters. 1Tst, there was 3 lack |
of budgetary sophistica:ion smong school department personnel and .
other planners. According to Michasl Dobler, he and many of his

colleagues had vanted to develop & more sophis:icstcd financial

approach, but lacksd the necessary background. Dobler frankly
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admits that somstimes i . has difficulty "balancing my own
checkbook.”" The court's chief expert also admits that he is not

a "budget person" and did not conaidar budgetary matters to be a
primary concern. Noue of the Masters had any budgezary experience.

Secondly, there was the position of the court w.th respect to
desegregation costs. According to Judge Weinberg, in comparison
to the importance of vindicazing plaintiffs' constitutional rights,
financial concerns were of secondary importance. His early
guidelines for the development of a system-wide plan d4id not in
any way limit techniques the defendants could use for desegregation
and his authorization of any "reasonable" expenditures helped to
provide a context for planning what easily could turn out to be an

expensive program.

Thirdly, the nivertom School Board did nothing to counter this
attitude; in fact, they encouraged it. Riverton School Board
Chairman Kevin Smith believed that the excessive costs of busing
could ultimately lead to the end of the busing program. As he
stated at the time, "In order to change this busing law we have to”
bring economic and political pressure. We bave to bankrupt the
city" (meeting tramscript). The Riverton School District did not
have, at that tiu.e, a budgetary -nd accounting system that would
have enabled the control costs in any case.

Fourthly, there is no evidence that the plan was in any
significant way affected by the perception of new revenue sources.
The revised state statutes contained provisions for fundingz educa-
tioual programs. However, the planners d4iJd not take this into
consideration in developing their plan. The chief exper® reports
¢;at he was not even aware that state funds were available. The
<« sta cormissioner of education reports that he proposed state
funds for the ILP after that plan had been devised by the experts
and Masters. Community institutions were concerne” about their
role and how it would be financ-d. The commitment of state
resources, in his view, helped alleviate many of these concerns.

The establishment of a magnet school district was to be
accomplished at no extra ccst. John Praeger poinfs out that
Riverton already was operatiag successfully a number of city-wide
high schools. District schools were to be equal in quality to
the city-wide magnets. Five years down the road though, Praeger

frankly admits that this 1s not the case.

The Coste of the RPRRI and the System=Wide Remedy -

During this time, considerable confusion surrounded estimates
of the costs of both RPRRI and the system-wide remedy. Estimates
of the system—-wide plan's cost went as high as $22 million and some
predicted that the cost would be as high as $30 million The
situation was complicated by the fact that the school board and
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teachers union were engaged in binding arbitration and a possible
strike appeared on the horizoem.

At this point, Mayor Buras asked the court to require the board
to provide a clarification on desegregation costs. Earlier that
spring, the board had proposed a total operating budget of $158.9
mllion for the next fiscal year, $32.1 million more than the
previous year's operating budget allocation. This budget, which
was developed prior to the federal court's approval of the system-
vide plan, did aot include the costs of that plan, although it
d1d contain an allocation of roughly $9 million which was the
estimated cost of the RP’RI. Later that spring the board claimed
that the implementation of the system-wide plan would cause
"budgetary difficulties of immense magnitude"” and requested an
additional $9 million for genmeral school purposes and another
$3.2 million for alterations and repairs. Mayor Burms was
concerned about the board's request and was upfront sbout his
reservations concerning the board's motivatiom:

The Defendant School Board is using the desegregation
process, despite its own status as the primary defendant,
to its own advantage -by planning imprudent spending

and claiming a relationship to desegregation activity.
To use the Court as the vehicle for imprudent spending
is an abuse of the Court and the statutes which provide .
for appropriations (court submission;. -

In response, the board submitted the following list of
additional desegregation costs expected for the next vear:

Transportation (Buses) $4,200,000
Transitional Aides 2,600,000
Summer Staffing in Schools 1,478,000
Alteration and Repairs 3,200,000
Physical Education (Programs) 178,000

City-Wide and Neighborhood Councils 250,000

Audio Visual 7,360

Bilingual 18,890

Curriculum 4,210

Fine Arts 4,600

Homse Economics 4,820 .
4.
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, Music $ 26,740
/ Physical Education (Personnel) 13,750

Science | 5,190
Staff Development 34,430
Vocational Education 11,330
Flexible Campus 42,200
Additional Assistant Superin-

tendents and Staff 33,170
Additionel Staff--Present

Assistant Superintendents 8,000
Kindergartens 10,580 y
Reading 46,650
Staff New Superintendent 14,479

The mayor, however, was still unconvinced of the validity of these
costs and threatened to reduce the toard's supplementary allocation
request by soms $30 million. He claimed that the board had over-
estimated the additional costs of desegrzzation as well as other

programs.

la response, the board asked the mayor to specify exactly
where he thought the budget cuts should be made. The city proposed
that $9 million in operating costs and $3.2 million in alterations
and repairs could be saved in the following categories:

Transportation:

During the previous yesr, the School Department used
278 buses to service...l8,995 students. The system-wide plan
is estimated to raquire tramspcrtatiom for 21,000 (students).
By using buses for 3 round trips per day, the number of buses
needed should be 216, well within the School Board's own
appropriation of $4.7 million. Therefore, the additional
request of $4,200,000 for pupil traasportation was not
approved. :

Transitional Aides: -

School Board requested an additional $2.6 millicn
for cransitional aides. The amount was reduced by $2,005,424.
This provided $470,717 from the School Board's original
appropriation request and $594,576 from the $8,992,390
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desegregation requast. Added to the School Board's own
appropriation of $1,797,283, this provided $4,862,576,
enough for 600 transitioual aides. The School Board's
requesc vas based on a total of 1,090 transitional
aides to provide staffing for anticipated pupil emroll-
ment at ratios of 1 aide to 44 students in the high |
schools, | aide to 63 students in the middle schools, !
and 1 aide to 150 students in the elementary schools. :
The City's recommendation was based on the conclusions :
that ‘he number of aides should be determined ocn the 3
basis of need and attendance, not enrollment; that ‘
transitional aides should not be viewed as permanent
employees and should be terminated as soon as tension ;
{s relieved; and that some schools which passed !
through the traasition period in the past year should :
not require transitional aides for the upcoming scitool {
3

year.
Sunmer Staffing:

The School Board's request included $1,478,000 for
summer ataffing of schools. The recommended additiomal
appropriation provided $700,000 for summer staffing of
schools. The School Department's request was based on
anticipated enrollment of 85,000 pupils with a ratio of
1 staff person per 100 students. The recoummended
spyropriation was based on a ratic of 1 staff person per
200 students, which was based on a thorough review of
the list of 3uggested duties for summer work.

L agregation Purposes: .

This additional request of $431,220 for "desegregation R
purposes" was rejected because adequate detail was not
provided, the amount requested provided additional
"svertime” compensation for administrators, and the need
Sor casks was not adequately documented.

Alterations and Repairs:

No additional appropriation was recommended fo— Altera-~
rtions and Repairs. If any additional amount is needed, it
can be considered at a later date. The current $4.9 million
appropriation is adequate, in the opinion of City officials.

. .
]y

The mayor proposed other cuts as wvell, including a reduction in
tamporary teachers. These events and the wording of the city's
pemorandum are interesting in light of the fact that the mayor
has coatrol only over the total allocation over the previous
year's level of funding and cannot veto any line item in the

budget.
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After a series of hearings, Judge Weinberg approved the
following cuts:

(1) The elimination of 6 facilitators for...the...magnet
prograns...on condition that the School Board...insure
that the functions of these pecple will still be
carried out;

(2) The elimination of a position not presently filled;

(3) The elimination of a position in the School Department
Information Center;

(4) The eliminatiom of a position in the Assignment Unit;

(5) The elimination of 5 staff development assistant
directors;

(6) The elimination of two positions in the Educational
Planning Center;

{7) The elimination of three positions in the Transporta-
tion Department; ‘

(8) The eliminatiom of three assistant director positions
and one director position;

(9) The layoff of an assistant coordinator in the Transi-
tional Aide office and of an acting assistant technician
in the Audiovisual Department;

(10) The layoff of one temporary clerk, five temporary
typists, and three administrative assistants.*

There was, however, considerable controversy concerning the
city's proposal to cut 220 temporary teachers. In the late spring
a series of hearings were held on the proposed cutbacks. Black
and Hispaanic plaintiffs argued against the cuts. The black
plaintiffs charged that most of the cuts were schedulaed for schools
with a higher minority percentage, while the Rispanic plaintiffs
claimed that many of the proposed cuts would disrupt bilingual
programs and violate state statutes. The plaintiffs also
charged that the layoffs would disproportiona:ely harm black
teachers, recently hired in compliance with another of Judge
weinberg's orders. Mors importantly, however, they argued that
the effect of the cuts on programs throughout the city had not been
determined and that .they could very likely undermine the implemen-
tation of the plan. Tha Bivertom Teachers Union also opposed the
cuts, claiming that they would disrupt the successful implementation

*(1) through (7) were reassigned to other school duties.

4l




of the sys:nn—uide plan.

The city argued for the cuts, claiming they were necessitated
by ginancial cealities and jultifild by the general enrollment
decline. The eity acknowledged that the Riverton School Board had
not provided good {nformxtion on the effect of the cuts on the
systen and hencs their implications for the implcmnn:ation of

the plan, but claimed that the court and the board should have
initisted tha3e cousiderations esrlier io the planning process.
The school board psintained that they, asnd 0ot the court, should
determine staff levels. In the end, Judge Weinberg refused to
approve the teacher cutbacks claiming they would {ncerfere with
inpllncn:aciou of the desegregation plan.

Later that spring Judge Weinberg estab’ished 3 timetable for
the implementation of the sys:em—w{dc remedy. gpecific datas were
slated for the completion of application booklets, data processing,
reacher and student assignments, and the development of a safety
and security plan.

Planning did uot rake place without additional confusion.
Mailing of the assignment bocklets was delayed and considerable
confusion surrounded the asgignment process. Some parents did nct
understand che booklets. For example, some parents pelieved that
their childres were guaran:eed a seat at their selected school and
vere surprised when they wer® assigned to ancther gchool for the
purpose of desegregation. Others failed to £111 out the booklet
assuming that their children would be reassigned automatically to
the school they had attended the previous year. This was 3
problem for many children who had attended Riverton's highly touted
acadenic high schools. In the past, children accepted to Academic
High would be reassigned automatically. Now, Academic High was

P

one of a pumber of schools jncluded in the magnet discrict. Although

students in residence were guaranceed a seat at the school, they
vere required tO request the school on their application forms.

Others failed toO rake advantage of various optious provided

by the plan. For example, the plan contained a grandfa:her clause
through which seniors could be assigned to their current school.
Soms seniors, however, falled to specify this option and therefore
vere assigned toO other schools. The plan also provided for siblings
to be assigned to the same gchool. However, gome parents failed

The school department also made some errors in proceséing the
applications. As a result of this confrsion an "apveals process"
wvas astablished through which parents could rectify school depart-
oent errcrs of their own “legicimacc" mistakes.

Confusion oharactcrized other aspects of 1mplemancacion
planning as well. During the summer the school board claimed that
{t would be unable tO couplete the renovations necessary for the
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magnet schools and asked for a one-year delay on implementing the
plan. This ultimately was denied by the court. However city
officials complained that the renovations turned out to be more
expensive because the school board had avoided open bidding
procedures in order to have the schools ready on time. Many of
the programs were not couplated when school started that fall.

Certain board actions also adversely affected the imple—enta-
tion of the plan. Their failure, for example, to approve a head
of the assignment unit resulted in a delay in the completion of
student assignments. This, in turn, affected other planning
activities including the development of bus Troutes and safety and
security provisions. Because of a lack of "affirmative action"
by the board, the court came to take a more active role in the
planning and implementaction process. Indeed, Judge Weinberg
retained oversight of matters such as safety and security prepara-
tions, curriculum development, human and community relations as
well as student assignments apd transportatiom.

Confusion continued tc haunt the funding of the system—-wide
plan as well. Later that summer, Mayor Burns recommended that the
common council apprcve a school department operating budget
appropriation of $142.3 milliom, $25.6 million less than the
board's final request. What next ensued might best be described
as "budgetary hot potato.” At their meeting the following week,
the school board ordered a halt in all desegregation-related
spending which exceeded the mayor's budget cuts. This was to take
effect unless Judge Weinberg issued a specific order for eacn
expenditure. At a subsequent court hearing an associate super-
intandent claimed that the school board's order would stop
expenditures needed for institutional linkages, the assignment
and transportation units, data processing, and the training of
support personnel, such as bus monitors and transitiomal aides
.and Judge Weinberg said he would issue any orders necessary to
implement the plan, and authorized the school department to make
any "reasonable" expenditures in these areas. .

The debate, however, continued. Later that summer, after the
school board refused to approve funds to pay for summer plamning,
certain high school principals told the court that they were unsure
{f programs at their schools could be completed on time. Accordizg
to one principal, his staff would be asked to work on an "I hope
you'll be paid basis.” Judge Weinberg ordered the board to spend
the money to bring back the administrative persounel for summer
planning. At one point, he issued a specific order for the alloca-

. tion of soms $20,000 for administrators’ overtime so that programs
would be completed by the opening of school.

.Ev¢n this did not end the controversy. Lass than two weeks
before the scheduled opening of school, the school board received
a letter from the deputy mayor which reasserted the budget cuts and

ordered that the school board not hire more than the 600 transitional
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aides already employed. It also ordered the board not to
replace provisional teachers. The board chalrman read the deputy
mayor's letter aloud &t the school board meeting that day.

Later that afternoon, the school board's attorney delivered
the deputy mayor's latter to Judge Weinberg. Copies were passed
out to the parties in the courtroom, as vell as to the media.
After the attorney explained that the letter prevented the board
from hiring the additional transitional aides, Judge Wainberg
gave his opinion of the situation:

The Deputy Mayor is not in charge of school desegregation.
The court is. The School Board is not going to evade

its responsibilities by taking a letter from the Deputy
Mayor and saying it can't do this. The court is not
impressed with this ploy. P-L-0-Y (ccurt transcript).

This was still not the end of the budget dispute. In late
August, only 11 days before the opening of school, the deputy
mayor's assistant seat a letter to the school department's chief
of perscunel which voided the hiring of the additional temporary
and provisional teachers (many of whom were bilingual and special
education specialists). He said that he would be liable for a
personal fine for spending money for which there was no appropria-
tion. Laess than a wveek before schools-opeaned, school board lawyers
brought up this matter with Judge Weinberg. The judge criticized
the deputy mayor's interference, claiming it could undo much of
the work that had already been accomplished over the summer.
Weinberg asked:

wWhat does he xnow about public education? We are
endeavoring to minimize the throwing of monkey wrenches
into the plan. I want to find out where he gets his
authority to cut back on teachers. The court believes
the School Board should run the schools.

At this juncture this man is not going to start
directing the School Board what to do without the
court's approval (court traanscript).

Counsel for the city called for a full evidentiary hearing on the
aumber of teachers actually needed. The judge responded that, with
just five days remaining tefore the opening of school, there was

no time for such a hearing. Weinberg ordered both mayoral assistants

to appesr in court the next day.

That day, the deputy mayor sent another letter to the school
bq::d saying that the city would pay for the teachers ou a daily
basis until October 15 if the board agreed to consolidate classes,
in order to reducs the total number of teachers. Counsel for the
city argued that hiring the teachers on & day-to-day basis would
ssve movey by ensbling the school department to let teachers go in
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October, if they proved not to be necessary. Judge Weinberg,
however, said that state statutes required that the large number

of Hispanic students in the kindergarten grades, as wall as the
large numbers of projected special needs students, receive adequate

teaching support.

The opéning of school was once again marked by confusion.
Violence erupted in different parts of the city as well as in the
schools. A teachers' strike occurred in early September lasting
over a week which added to the general atmosphere of uncertainty
concerning education in Rivertom.

In lote January the question of finance and desegregation
emerged once again. The school department reported that it was
spending at a rtate that would likely produce a $20 million deficit
and vas proposing a budget of roughly $170.5 million for the next
fiscal year. This figure did not include the deficic currently
being projected. The city, meanvhile, was facing its own financial
problems. The city treasurer projected a deficit of $33 milliom,
and its bond rating had recently dropped two notches. An angry
Mayor Burns again requested that sehool officials explain their
deficit and prepare to make necessary budget cuts. School ¢fficials
attributed the deficit to three major causes: (1) teacher staffing
beyond the number provided in che appropriation ($8.6 milliom),

(2) school transportation ($3.1 million), and (3) transitiomal
aides {$1.7 million). It also was noted the school department
had failed to obtain the maximum state reimbursement for desegre-
gation tramsportation. According to a report submitted to the
court:

The deficit problem is compounded by the fact that
State reimbursements for transportation costs during
(the past year) may only amount €O about 54% of actual
expenditures. State officials contead that the school
department has not presented adequate documentation

to justify greater reimbursement. Inadequate record
keeping techniques and unacceptable presentation of
materials are at least partially responsbile for this
situation (court submission).

The board proposed to save $6 million through the following
actions: (1) closing four schools; (2) dismissal of 220 temporary
teachers; (3) reducing by 300 the number of transitional aides; and
(4) the elimination of 27 administrative jobs by transferring
central office administrators back to the classroom. Some of the
administrative positions to be phased out were in the Information
Center and the Planning Center, two departments that were important
in the desegregation plamning process. The school department also
proposed that some of the iealth and nursing facilities be
transferred fron the school depargment buiget to the city budget.

A debate then ensued between the school department and the city.
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City officials pointed out that the savings that the schools might
receive in the health area were not really savings for the city
since that account was simply to be transferred from the school
budget to another city account. There also was some question as
to the amount of savings to be realizcd from the laying off of
222 temporary teachers. This matter ultimately was resolved when
the board explained that maintaining the teachers past March 1
would have necessitated a change in their status, requiring
additional expenditures. Finally, the city claimed that school
officials had over—estimated the saviags that would result from
transferring central administrators back to the classroom.

Finally, it appeared that ihere the schools would save a total
of roughly $5.2 millioo, the city would save only $3.7 millior.
The board reconsidered the question of further budgetary cuts and
asked the superintendent to develop a plan to further reduce the
budget.

That week, Judge Weinberg held a hearing oum the budgetary
crisis. The mayor had asserted that desegregation was the cause
of the school department's and, hence, the city's financial
difficulties. Judge Weinberg questiomed the mayor's interpreta-
tion. He suggested that the city and not desegregation was at
the root of the School department's problems. Judge Weinberg
proposed the following scenario: the school department 1s supposed
to be guaranteed funding at the level of the previous year's
expenditures. Each year, the school department exceeds their
appropriation. The city then covers by transferring school
expenditures into other city accounts. Thus, the schools are
actually underfunded each year. "If this is the practice,"”
reasoned Judge Weinberg, "rhen all the moaning emanating from Cicy
Hall about extravagance and irresponsible spending by the School
Roard is not accurate.” This question was, at the time, at issue
{in a suit brought by the Riverton Teachers Union in state court.

Judge Weinberg approved the proposed reduction of administracive
personnel. He toock no action om the "temporary teachers" since
this was tied up with the state court suit. The Riverton School
Board, however, did anor implement the administrator cutback. They
returned to the drawing board to find other savings and to implement
a revised budgetary process and a cost control system.

Later that spring, though, Mayor Burms asserted that schools
would have to close early if savings could not be found. Judge
Weinberg asked the mayor to appear in court. He was concerned
that the Burns administration had "taken it upon itself to veto
the Court's judement." The city once again asserted that the school
board's spending practices were "negligent," and even though there
was "flexibllity" in the city budget, desegregation was creating
major hardships. Judge Weinberg re:sserted his view that the city,
not desegregation, was at the root of the schools' financial
problems. The mayor, however, continued to threaten an early
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closing of schools.

Five days later, Judge Weinberg asked Mayor Burms to appear
in court again. He told the mayor to find a way to keep the schools
open and vent as far as to suggest four ways in which this could
be done: (1) short-term notes against uncollected taxes; (2) an
application to the state for emergency financial aid; (3) an
early payment of state aid; and (4) transferring surplus funds from
other city departments.

Finally, Judge Weinberg orderss that the schools be kept open.
Mayor Burns threatened to float a special tax levy to finance the
continuation of schools. This move, however, was opposed by the
common council and no special levy was ever passed. Ultimately,
the city found the resources to meet upcoming school payrolls.
According to one city official, the funds were "in the checking
account.” Later that spring some of the ways of getting funds
suggestad by the judge began to come through. The state
released $16 million in aid earlier than planned. This was only
a temporary solution in that that money had already been encumbered
for other purposes.

That year the mayor asked for an increased tax levy. His
message to the people of Riverton is worth quoting at length:

The city also is facing a severs financial
crunch. Riverton faces a deficit of $33 million
in the current fiscal year, the bulk of it caused
by desegregation costs we cannot control.

The School Board is responsible for $20 million
of the total deficit, because school costs have
continued to go way up even though enrollment has
gone way down. Judge Phillip Weinberg's rulings
have also greatly increased school costs.

I have taken strong action to cut zosts. I
have cut $25 million from 25 agencies that are under
the Mayor's control. And I have asked municipal
wmions to accept layoffs or a wage freeze. The
budget cuts repraesent a reduction of 8.1 per cent,
and this is the largest cut in Riverton's history.

Our goal is to keep costs down and taxass
reasonable. For four years we have held the line on
the tax rate. But, with so many costs for desegregation
out of our control and with federal and state funds
dwindling, a tax rate increase for next year is, in
all honesty, inevitable.

How much did it cost Rivertom to implement the system-wide
plan? Estimates vary from $18 to $30 million. In May, the
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Riverton School Department presented the following list of costs:

Riverton Public Schools
Cost for Desegregation Activities

Cumulative Total

Activities as of June
Facility Renovation $ 825,418.89
Reallocation of Equipment 191,459.69
Chief Plant Engineer 327,125.01
Workshops 64,760.82
‘Cansul:an:s -
Office of Implementation . ' 276,801.39
Assigonment Unit 256,666 .54
Student Transfer Office ' ‘ 84,834.19
Information C2nter 161,415.14
Setudent Community Affairs 53,965.90
Data Processing Center 59,226.87
Office of Personnel 51,179.85
Minority Teacher Recruitwment 94,473.32
Transitional Aide - Office ’ 136,996.03
Transitional Aides 4,251,291.60
Transportation Offica 377,351.C3
Bus Monitors 1,206,827.78
Transportation - Buses 6,252,215.44%
Superintendent's Office 14,888.68
Asst. Superintendent's Office 345,756.37
Su;mnr Dcscgfngacion Planning 2,533,627.21

*This total is incomplete. It was expected to exceed $9 milliom.
These figures do not include securify costs charged directly to the city.
1
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Cumulative fotal

Activities as of June
Departments 38,375.44
Court Feas 162,023.35
Adm. of Institutional Linkage Program 103,516.80
Miscellanecus Items 18,171.81
TOTAL ‘ ) $17,888,369.15

It is noteworthy that this list did not include any reference
to savings from school closings or revenuss from the state and
federal governments. Riverton had been awarded over $4 million
in ESAA funds. They also had received state reimbursement for
their transportation costs as well as funds for the ILP. These
funds, however, are received by the city treasury and do not
appear specifically as revenues ou the school department's
budget. :

Budgeting for Desegregation in Riverton

The following observations can be made about these "early
days." First, there was no budgeting for desegregation. School
officials found themselves implementing a plan they had aot
developed. No expense, We were told, was spared to secure the
implementation of that plan. Oue official, for example, described
an elaborate safety contingency plan involving multiple buses and
large numbers of personnel. As ome school official put it, "The
budget didn't control desegregation. Desegregaticn controlled
the budget.” )

Another school official, however, may have a more accurate
view of the process. According to this cfficial, "There was no
budgecing process prior to desegregation and there was no
planmning for desegregation.” According to this official, the
district has only receantly begun to extricate itself from this
lack of foresight during the early days.

Secondly, the judge’s actions created an atmosphere in which
school officials did attempt to use the court to justify additional
expenditurss. As ons Riverton official frankly admitted, "We
alwvays assumed that if we ran out of money we could.{dentify
desegragation-related activities and that that would be apart from
the regulagz budgeting."” The "g-rategy," as he put it, was "to use
the Court as a reluctant participamt in the resource scramble.”

The court became tha Rivarton School Department's undercover ally
at the ssma time that it was the "fall guy" for the city. One
Rivertonisn gave rhiis view of the long~term consaquences of this
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situation:

So what you have gcing is a collision course batween
the 20 years of desagregation cases in history and
fi{scal constraints. The shrewd politician, such as
Mayor Burns, will simply lay the tax rate and the cost
on the courts sad becauss the majority of Riverton's
residents ars lover niddle class and poor and the
majority are vhite, all this does is increase their
resistance to dessgregation and accelerate the exodus
of vhite kids, and, in the end, leive the system as

a welfare system.

In this sense, the quastion of desegregation costs became tied
{nto a conflict between the mayor and the school ooard that pre~
dated desegregation. Judge Weinberg, despite bis own efforts to
avoid it, becams a very unpopular third party in this conflict.
wWhile Judge Weinberg battled the mayor over the school budget,
the Riverton School Board urged him to "get out of the cass.”

These conflicts came to a head one day in court. The cicy
budget director, John House, was on the stand. Questioning con~
cernad the mayor's reduction of the Riverton School Board's
requast for the next giscal year. Weinberg had suggested that
the reduction left the school board in an untenable position.
They wers given "X" gumber of tasks to complete within the
upcoming fiscal year and were given "X minus Y" aumbers of
dollars to complete them. 1sn't that like "giving # pilot
jnstructions to fly to Chicago but only enough gas to reach
Cleveland?" questioned the judge.

House responded that there was considerable waste and
extravagance in the school department's budget.

"That's peanuts,” retorted Judge Weinberg. "There's
extravagance in my witchen and in the presidential mansion.

You can't axpect perfeczion."”

House disagreed. 'The waste we're talking about is mnot
pctnuts...302 of the teaching time being paid for is not being
delivered."

"I have doubts,” said Weinberg, 'whether tha Riverton schools
weren't given an impossible task to perform this year."

The Riverton School Board then returned to its office and voted
unanimously to ask the judge to return jurisdiction of the schools
to them. According to one hoard member:

Vhat I would like to have you (Judge Weinberg) do is
get out of the whole thing. tveryone gets involved in
a discussion sbout busing. Busing is not the real problem.
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The real problem is that thera are too many bosses.

In sum, four interpretations of the Riverton story are possible.
One, we could agree with the judge and assume malicious intent on
the part of city officials. There is some evidence for this.
School officials point out, for example, that they lease some
facilities from the city at an expensive rate. (Intarestingly
¢che ccurt has, in one instance, ordered the school department
to close ome such facility.) The Riverton schools had a pattern
of daficit spending pcior to desegregation.* Two, we could agree
wvith the mayor and c.aim that the Riverton School Board was
spending irresponsibly. There is some evidence for this. Ironi-
cally, though, we could claim that the mayor was himself guilty of
this same game, in charging police school duty spent around some
of Riverton's troubled schools as overtime.** Three, it could be
shar both interpretations ares correct; thay while the mayor was
. attempting to hamstring the school department, and blaming school
experditures and desegregation for the city's firancial difficulties,
the school department was a.tempting to use the court and deseg-
regation to secure more financial support from the city. Fourth,
we could assume that none of these are correct; that no one had
any control over spending and they were simply scapegoating one
another. In any case, the bottom lice is this: qone of these
scenarios provide a context for a calculated approach 'to budgeting
for desagregation.

Reforming the Riverton Public Schools

During this time, three other importaat events occurred in
Riverton. First, a new, more moderate school board was elected.
The board member who had threatemed to bankrupt the city moved on
to the common council. The new board promised to implement federal
court orders and regain control of the schools.

Secondly, the new board initiated a reorganization move in
which the school superiatendent was to have more ccatrol over the
daily cperation of the schools. Under the previous system, the
operations and management side of the school department reported
directly to the board. The board also approved all academic as
Jell as operrxions and manageaent hir .ag. Soon, 2 new superintendent
(the thir sipce desegregation began) would be hired. She, in

*Currently, school officials claim that the city is placing expen-
ditures in the schonl account that do not properly belong theve.

4 .sording to one o.ficial, these are expenditures which, in the past,
were routinely covered by other city accouats.

#*The hostility of the patrolman's association to desegregation was
well-known and may account for the rather high wages. It is not
implausible that their .ssistance was secured b buying them orf.
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turn, brought in a new staff which was better skilled iu contemporary
management techniques.

Third, the scucol board hired a budget director. Her task was
to develop and implement a budgetary system that would produce more
efficiency and ~-ountability and to attempt to cut areas of waste
in the school . .rtmeant. Although most Riverton school officials
do not believe t.at these reforms are directly attributable to
desegregation, miny believe that the desegregation heightened the
concern with budgatary and organization matters. John Praeger
1likens desegregating a school system to turning a stone in the esrth
and seeing all the worms lying beneath it.

Now, Piverton officials claim to have learmed a great deal from
the early dajs of desegregation. Some of this knowledge was tech-
nical, e.g., staggering school starting times, reallocating and,
in some cases, reducing personnel. In a more general sense,
desegregation focused attention on the budgetary process and
pointed to the importance of improvement in this area. According
to the old budgetary system, each school was allocated resources
through a formula based on the school's capacity and a prescrib=d
teacher-student ratio. Actual enrollment was not a factor. River-
ton officials admit that there was little accurate data on
enrollment prior to desegregatiom and, according to many of the
officials we spoke to, there was considerable waste in the
allocation of resources in schools. Desegregation required more
accurate enrollment and attendance data. Since the court order
came down, Riverton officials have done a number of long-term
enrollment studies, and have increased the accuracy of their
enrollment data. On this basis, they claim co have reallocated
resources in accordance with more realistic estimations of school
enrollments. In the recent past allocations were based on actual
enrollments and not school capacity. Now school officials are
beginning to develop their plans on the basis of projected
enrollments. .

The reformed position vis a vis desegregation has resulted in
a new attitude towards the desegregation budget. Currently Riverton
officials claim they no longer have any interest im itemizing
desegregation costs. Tha system, according to school officials,
is now committed to desegregation. Its costs are therefore indis-
tinguishable from the everyday costs of education in Riverton.
Desegregation is part of the normal operacion of the schools.
Interestingly, the total costs attributed by the school department
.0 desegregation have decreased. One local newspaper, for example,
reported the following totals for desegregarion costs.

RPRRI $21.2 million
System-Wide Plan
(first vear) 30.0 million
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Budget System Reform .
School Department Reorganization

(second year) $13.9 million
(third year) 12.0 million

Although school officials comntinue to blame high levels of
speuding on court-mandated programs and other fixed obligations
(most importantly, employee contracts), school desegregation 1s no
longer singled out as the most important reason for the city's
financial problems.

Riverton's budget director, however, did claim that certain
costs could be thought of as desegregation-related. These
{ncluded the Office of Desegre::tion ($9.2 milliom, includes
transportation costs); court-esiablished councils ($.5 million);
and safety and security ($.7 million). Even here there were
certain questions. Safety and security, he suggested, were
becoming a necessity in urban school districts regardless of
desegregation. ‘ '

Desegregation ccsts play some role in the district's current
financial difficulties. Riverton's new plan to purchase its own
buses (geared to save momey in the lmg run) requires some initial
expenditures which alsq are contributing to their current problems.
In connection with the current budget crisis, certain desegregation
programs have been slated for reduction. These include transitional
aide. and the cost of parent councils. The prospect of court
intervention, should either the city or the school department
attempt to close schools early, also has been raised.

This, however, is not the end of the story of desegregation
costs. As a district which has been desegregzting for some period
of time, school officials believe that Riverton faces certain
special "third generation"” problems. These include issues such
as school system stability, educational quality and equity. River-
ton officials however face somewhat of a dilemma with respect to
these issues. On the one hand, they signal compliance with court
orders by demonstrating that desegregation is now integral to the
system. This may be shown by indicating that desegregation costs
are now part of the gystem's ordinary operating budget; they aro
indistinguishable. On the other hand, though, continuation of
certain programs and securing of ‘funds for new programs may be
contingent on the jdentification of certain needs as desegregation-
related. This is particularly important with respect to ESAA.

This dilemma is further exacerbated by certain recent events.
School officials now claim that they have demonstrated their
commitment to desezregatiomn sufficiently enough for the court to
"release its grip" on the Rivertom schools. They note that the
stugent assignment plan is now implemented and that they are in
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compliance with a number of other court orders.

Court interferencs, according to ome school official,
severely impedes their planning efforts. For example, he claims
that planning activities were delayed while "five lawyers argued
gbout what a position classification and redesignation, cou.sol-
idation and elimination meant; a problem any personnel officer
would have dealt with in an aftercoon.”

Because of what school officials view as the court's intrusion
into educational matters, they have reverted to the practice of
attributing costs to desegregation. One official was up front
about this:

Our second-order strategy was as long as the Judge
was in the case, let's make it painful for him with
f{nancial resources because it's one of the few
benefits we can derive from the loss of the capacity
to make dacisions. At the same time, if we're ever
able to make him withdraw from the case...we'd
probably be ;repared to take on the defense of the
budget on our owu. But as long as he's not
W1ling to acknowledge the dividing line between
desegregation and education...then we might ‘as well
. take them the [judge arid the experts ] for what we
can get.

Though the context has changed, the old system appears to have
re-emerged. The attempt to "stop forced busing' and get the
judge out of the case is now replaced by an effort to implement
the court order and regain control of the schools. The
desegregation budget, howevert, continues to be a weaapon in

the battle for contzol as it had been in the fight to "stop
forced busing,” and the question of control is an important
concern in Riverton's current difficulties in facilities

planning.

ITI. CURRENT ISSUES IN RIVERTON'S DESEGREGATION CASE

A number of issues are still before the federal court. The
most important of these cencerns the development of a long-term
school closing and facilities plan. Other issues, including
educational prcgrams, transportation, community relations, and
safety and security remain a comncern for school officials.

Facilities Planaing and Deseg;egation in Riverton

Qver the past 18 years the ballooning of the Riverton school
budget has been accompanied by 2 precipitous decline in enrollment.
 This had led a aumber of observers and external agencles to suggest
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that savings could be realized from consolidation and school closings.
In the past, however, the Riverton School Board, under pressure
from pareants and neighborhood groups, has been reluctant to close

schools.

Since the implementatiom of the system-wide plan in the
mid-70's, school closings and new school construction have become
important components of desegregation planning. The court has
stated that the resolution of these issues is crucial to the
ultimate settlement of the case. Recently, Judge Weinberg said
that "Facilities planning lies at the heart of all remedies for
school desegregation and its completion in this case is the
largest obstacle to the court's disengagement" (order).

Since finding the Riverton schools to be segregated, the
federal district court has been izvolved in facilities planning.
Because the Riverton School Board had managed facilitiles to
foster segregation through site selection, new school construction,
and renovation, the court maintained scrutiny over all decisions
concerning new school construction and closings.

The system-wide plan provided for the closing of some 20
schools. This was to serve a number of different purposes.

According to Judge Weinberg:

Many schools in Rivertom have long been recommended

by many agencies, independent experts, and by the

city and state, for closing or replacement as unfit

for school use. The necessity of reassigning students
for desegregation provides au opportunity to close

some of the worst of these schools and make use of

the more structuraily sound facilities. A major

reason for closing schools is that desegregation

{s more easily and economically achieved through

the consolidation of student bodies. Many of the
city's elementary schools in black areas have in

the past been overcrowded; many elementary schools

in white areas have been underutilized, e.g., when

a new school was counstructed to repla:e an old ome

in a predominantly white neighborhood, the School
Board accommodated parents protesting the closing

of the old one by keeping them both opern. Should
school facilities be uniformly used to capacity,

an excess of several thousand available seats at

the elementary school level would remain. Thus a
number of the older elementary schools can be

closed, with 2ccompanying savings of the costs of
operating and heating those schools. Elementary
schools wiil be kept open whose locations enable
busing to be minimized overall, and which permit '
cne wore efficient assignment of students,
accompliching desegregation and minimizing the
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cks. Uniform utilization
the city will also tend

need to split police~blo

of faciliries throughout
to equalize the availability of the system's

resources to all students.

ed that various agencies had recommended the
Riverton's 167 schools.

Judge Weinberg i{indicat
closing of some 55 of

According to John Praeger the decision to order school
He reports that at the time he

closings was not taken lightly.
visited a good number of the schools in the distric¢t making detailed

notes of thelr condition. This was necessary, he =ays, because
school officials would not share their information with the
experts. Their reluctance, he claims, had two causes; (1) the
fact that the information was not systematically organized and
(2) the fact that {nformation, according to John Praeger, and
extremely valuable in school desegregation deliberations and
that it was being withheld in part for that reason. Indeed,
Praeger says that in some cases the visited schools which he had
been informed were closed ware found to be open. Praeger notes
that the 55 schools menti oned in the judge's order comprised what
he sardonically termed "ehe dungeon list.” These schools,
according to Praeger, were "eoo bad to even imagine."

Aside from school closings, subsequent orders have contained
provisions for new school construction and facility renovation.
Some new school construction which was already underway no¥w fell
under the jurisdiction of the court. Subsequent orders concerned
such matters as repairs and renovations, leased facilities, and
the use of portable classrooms. In some cases, the magnet programs
required nevw construction and renovation. Perhaps the largest of
the court-ordered projects was the establishment of a costly

Voqational Educational Center.

New school construction and major reancvations are financed by
.the city. The city secures the necessary loans. Once the building
is completed, it {s turned over to the school department which is
responsible for its maintenance. If a school is closed and not
assigned for any other school use, it is returned to the cicy for
dispositionm. The state reimburses the city for 75% of the costs
of new school construction and major renovations.

Recent Events

Following the proliferation of a number of newspaver stories

and reports by various monitoring groups on excess space in the
! Rivertom Public Schools, the federal court ordered the school
e and city officials in developing

i department to collaborate with stat
a long-term plan for school closings and new school construction.

Riverton school officials proceeded to visit a number of their
facilities. The costs of maintaining each building were determined
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as were the projected savings that would accrue from closing
specific facilities. Each school was rated according to the
following criteria: .

(1) Location with respect to other schools and residential
areas with student populatiocns

(2) Importance of the facility and site for the neighborhood
(3) Facility's physical characteristics

(4) Quality of educational programs and students' academic
performance

(5) Enrollment patternms

At the same time, an externmal consulting group prepared ten-year
school enrollment projectioms. The results of both these studies
vers shared with parent-teacher committees and administrators in
each of the schools aud with the district councils established as
part of the desegregation plan. P

Based on the projected enrollments for neighborhoods within the

district and available capacity in specific facilities, a "demand”
wvas determined for each facility. Than a profile was drawn for
each school in terms of the above criteria. Based on the "demand"
and the school profile a number of potential configurations were
considered according to which cartain facilities would be closed
and their student populations transferred to other schools.

These configurations were then shared with district superintendents,
the district councils, and other involved administrators and

school persomnel. Some revisions in the plan were made based on
these communicatioms.

Some months later, the Riverton School Cepartment submitted
a school closing plan to the Riverton School Board. This plan
(Plan I) recommended the closing of a small number of schools.
Before sending this plan om to the court, and following public
hearings during which opposition to closing the selected schools
was expressed, the Riverton gchool Board reduced this aumber aven
further. In the end, the Rivertom School Board slated only one
school for closing.

. - This plan was never acted upon by the court. Rather, the court
ordered the combined plamning group to set an agenda for developing
a nev plan. The court required the combined planning group to
assure parental input in the planning process. The court speci-
fically ordered the elimination of ome-half of the excess seats in
the elementary grades.

The school department developed an agenda which also was
submitted to the court. This included district planning with review
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by the combined planning group. A planning manual was distributed
to all of the districts where planning committees were established.
These committees consisted of the district superintendents and
representatives of school and parent groups coordinated through

the court—established district councils.

At the same time a Central Planning staff was established for
the Riverton School District. Budget officers were not included
on the staff. The plan, according to the superintendent, was
aot to be governed solely by budgeta., ‘concerns.* Further enroll-
ment projections and available space estimations also were made
at this time. According to these studies, the number of excess
seats in the elementary grades was considerably less than previously
estimated. The previous reports had not taken programmatic
considerations into accourt in preparing their capacities. Based
on recommendations from the district planning groups and the
updated spuce and enrollment estimations, the school department,

{n consultation with the state and city members of the combined
plaming group, developed a draft plan that was circulated to the
various districts. Although some planning councils made recommen-
dations in accordance with the planning agenda, other districts
felt that they could not make any recommendations given the
pagnitude of the required changes. Further modifications were made
on this plan before it was submitted to the school board.

After a few months, Plan II was released to the public. It
called for the immediate closing of 11 elementary schools, though
it guaranteed the cootinuation of certain "continuation" schools
throughout the 1980's. Other "marked” schools were to oe phased
out as their enrollments dropped below 85% of capacity. The
plan also contained a -general program for renovations, a less
costly approach than replacement through new school construction.

This plan was criticized by a variety of different groups. A
month later, a revised plan was completed. According to the
Revised Plan II, certain specific schools were "egied" with other
schools. In the event that the combined emrollment dropped below
857 of the total capacity, ome school would be closéd and students
from that school would be transferred to its "eied" school.
Provisions also were included for the creation of mini-magnet
programs in schools within districts to attract students on a
voluntary basis. This plan was presented as addressing the dual
goals of stability and racial balance. Although the Rivertom
School Board authorized its submission to the federal district court,

*The reacer should note a difference betweer this post-reform attitude

towards budgetary considerations and the manner in which budgecary

concerns were treated in the "early days." 1In the early days a

budget-conscious approach was simply not an option. At this point,

a conscious decision was reached to limit budget officers' partici-

pation. Interestingly, the budget of ficers we spoke to were dis-
O tressed by this.




they did goc approve the school closings;

Judge Weinberg then conducted hearings on the Revised Plan
I1 over a five month period. Although he rejected the plan as a
whole, he did order the closing of 12 schools, 10 of which were
proposed by the plan. Currently, this order is on appeal.

Plan II: Revised and Unrevised

Serious facilities planning began with Plan II. According
to the Riverton school superintendent:

The combined planning effort was driven by a court-
ordered assumption that a reduction. in the number

of excess seats would be an effective way to enhance
desegregation, without apparent consideration of the
possibilicy of attracting more students into the
Riverton schools and without consideration of the
need to stabilize preser: enroilment; that 1s, to
assure parents and'studen:s of some ccnsistency

i{n school assignment throughout a cnild's progress
through the schools. The first formulation: of the
Plan that I reviewed...was seriously defective

by an almost mechanical approach to a definition

05 space -adequacy and an inabiiity to project impact
on enrbllment, educational programs amd costs. The
present Plan represents a major professional step
forward in those respects. It also signals the

work we must do in the reinforcement of middle
schools and the restructuring of the high schools
(school department memorandum).

The process of developing Plan I was begun under the direction
of the old board, prior to budgetary r2form and reorganizationm.
Plan II was the creation of the "refcrmed' system. -

Four fundamental forces, according to the Riverton School
Department, helped to determine the content of Plan II. The
most immediate of these was the court's order requiring the
elimination of excess seats in the elementary grades. Tudge
MMMntm“mtm:weumnmedcm“swueusamnu
to the student assignment plan. He believed that this unneces-
sarily complicated the impiementation of the plan requiring the
monitoring of a larger mimber of schools. More importantly, he
felt the existence of nearby under-enrolled schools sustained a
basis for hope among parents that children would be agsigned to
nearby underutilized facilities rather than racially balanced
facilities. '

Secondly, the declining birth rate and a reduction in the
population of women of childbearing age and the propensity of
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parents not to send their children to the Riverton Public Schools
meant that more space would become available in the next ten
ysars. Currently, excess space was a problen primarily in the
elementary grades. In the next few years it would become a
problem at the secondary school level.

The third factor was "she impact of natiomal economics and
the new thrust towards austerity in the public sector.” Raecently
passed Proposition-13 type legislation placing a limit ou the
mmicipal budgetary {ncreases further pointed to a need for
consolidation.

Under the constraints of recent legislation every
dollar allocated to heat, maintenance and repair of
educationally ineffective facilities mist be diverted
from educational expenditures. So cost and safety
calculations must not only include estimates of
savings derived from closings matched against
expenditures required for rehabilitation or new
construction. They also have to consider variatiouns
of per-student operating costs over an indefinite
period of time and the consequences in terms of
teacher assignments and effectiveness.

According to the Riverton school supetintendent, however, the
most important issues in his mind were concerns of educational
quality and equity. The continuation of public education in
Riverton was contingeant on improvements in these two areas.

After the basic data were collected the superintendent
directed the school department to run three simulatioms modeling
“the effects of different approaches to a city-wide facilities
plan. The first gimulation maximized racial balance. The second
meximized system stability, by weighting most heavily the variable
of school-home proximity and minimizing transportation. A third,
the "moderate" approach gave equal weight to each of these
concerns. '

These simulations revaaled two important findings. First,
thera were 10 "gignificant” differences in racial palance enhance-

ment between the tlires plans. Secondly, the cransportation require-

ments varied significancly. The racial balance enhancement model
required a large transportation increase while the "geability"
lppfoach projected a gubstantial decrease i{n transportation. The
"noderate" approach projected an increase in transportation.

This increase was, however, substantially smaller than that pro=
jected by the “racial balance enhancement" model.

A comparative analysis vas then nade of 15 schools which
would be closed using the modarate spproach. This comparison
indicated that gchools scheduled to be closed were generally "old,
small, with large smounts of excess space, costly and not of an
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effective size for contemporary education.” According to the
Riverton School Department, teacher-student ratios that went
below a spe:ific level could be counterproductive. In contrast
the schools scheduled to receive these students were generally
newer and in vetter conditiom, enrolled at a level of two-thirds
to three-quarters of capacity, with more educationally sound
student-teacher ratios. Educational data, such as reading
scores and achievement results also were used in the comparative
analysis.

The Revised Plan 1I was based on the same data as the original
Plan II and was geared to facilitate both educational quality
and stability. Stabilicy was to be enhanced through the "rype 1
Ties", which linked two or three elementary schools for a period
of years. As enrollment declined and ome or two of the schools
were to be closed, students from that school would be guaranteed
a seat at the "tied" school. Plan 11 also contained a provision
for mini-magnet programs to be established at elementary schools
in the district ("Type 2 Ties"). A specific number of seats at
these schools would be reserved for students who lived in the
district.

The Riverton School District acknowledged that their plan
contained two elements that could be seen to conflict with
programs established in the systom-wide plan. The first of these
pertains to the provision for mini-magnet programs located within
districts. According to the Riverton School Department, school
closings and the maintenance of the district-wide magnet schools
could exacerbate both student desegregation and educational equity.
One school official put it this way:

As to the interaction between district and magnet
schools, I believe we must recognize that there are
programmatic limizations to the number of magnet
concentrations that can be created. Strictly speaking,
even in the pseudo-scientific terms, each magnet
requires a field-of-force beyond which it loses the
attraction. Given a fixed aumber of students city-=
wvide, the perpetuation of magnets guarantees the
diminution of students in areas beyond the magnet
fields. I believe it is essential that the district
schools be provided an opportunity to establish their
educational equity in a way that simultaneously aids
the goal of desegregatiom. Indeed, the Court so
nandated in its order of a system-wide plan. There~
fore, magnat schools should be subject to the same
educational criterion of approximate size as district
schools (schuol department memorandum) .

The secoud potential discontinuity with the system~wide plan
concerned the development of a new student assignment system for
pupils who required transportation from schools to Type 1 or Type 2
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Ties. This did not fit completely with the "police-block”
approach used in the formulation of both the RPRRI and the
system-wide plan. The Riverton School Department viewed facili-
ties planning as an opportunity to improve this approach.

What the districts and the police-blocks both Iack
for the years ahead are contemporary organizing
concepts. .Ideally, whatever the assigmment process
might be, a school district should be made up of
contiguous neighborhoods which, while possessing
special identities, are tied together by main
thoroughfares, established tranasportation patterus,
and common public services. Whefe >ossible, there
should be central areas to which cesidents identify,
central places for shopping, central public offices,
easily identifiable recreational facilities, and
landmarks. Even if given neighborhoods are distiact,
the common purposes and movements of district
residences should be acknowledged. Then, the .
character of racial composition can be accommodated .
with a better fit with comunity activities, and
less disparate neiyhborhoods brought together.

The same absence of an organizing concept characterizes
the police-blocks. Borrowed at a time when sudden
decisions were required from an analysis designed to
optimize the dispatch time of police patrol vehicles,
police-blocks have never reflected where families
live and meet one another, where children grow up
and play together, where churches, playgrounds and
local stores are situated, where over-the-fence
conversations take place. The notion of genuine
neighborhoods is not accommodated (school department
memorandum).

Local school officials believed that the demographics of Riverton
plus the existence of the magnet schouls exacerbated attempts to
foster desegregation. The exodus of white students to fill quotas
for the magnet schools left certain districts sufficiently segre-
gated so that maintaining court-approved racial ratios in district
schools became impossible. In other districts the loss of black
students to the magnet district made it impossible to racially
balance schools there. Achieving court-established guidelines would
have required a complete revision of the court-approved system-wide
plan. Riverton officials saw the mini-magnet idea as one way to

’ facilitate desagregation while maintaining the basic plan.

Opposition to the Plans

? There was considerable opposition expressed towards Plan II
¥ in both the revised and unrevised versions. Although much of this




opposition was expressed by school and neighborhood groups concerned
vith the closing of specific facilities, others objected to the
plan's overall approach——specifically, the idea that certain

schools would be marked for closing as their enrollment declined
some time in the future. According to ome Riverton school officfal,
these schools were seen as having the "stigma of a terminal
illness.”

A combination of plaintiffs, teachers, and members of court-
established councils objected to Plan II on both conceptual and
techrical grounds. The plaintiffs complained that the plan
failed to achieve the broader goals of desegregation. According
to this argument, "...the goal of the remedial phase of a
desegregation act 7 1s not to merely achieve racial balance in
the schools but to cure the continuing effects of segregation and
discrimination.” Some of these "effects", manifested in poor
educational facilities and low reading scores, would not be elim-
inated by this plan. Furthermore, Plan II, in their view, would
create greater inequities between Schools. In general the plain-
tiffs pushed for the idea that every school should be as equal as
possible in terms of basic facilities and other programs. The
plaintiffs also argued that Plan II violated other court orders
geared towards "ancillary relief." For example, they citc?l a
previous court order requiring that each school have a principal.
According to the tie concept, some tied schools would have only
an assistant principal. They also claimed that tied schools
would have disparate grade structures violating a previous court
order that grade structures be uniform.

Beyond this, plaintiffs echoed others' concerns that Plan 11
did not take into consideration the space and resource needs of
special needs and bilingual students, some of which are required
by state law and the district's voluntary efiorts in the area of
bilingual educationm.

These concerns were echoed by a court-appointed parent council.
In a brief filed with the court, the council criticized Plan II's
data base. Accordirg to them, the planners failed to base their
closing decisions on educational needs. The council was distraught
by the fact that there was no mention in the plan of "quality
integrated education.” In a hearing sponsored jointly by the
council and the Riverton Teachers' Union, testimony was offered
that challecged Plan II's data base as well as the specific prd-
posals. According to the council, Plan II was:

(1) Based on inaccurate population projections. The council
“argued that any long-term projections be delayed until
the completion of the 1980 Census. - .

(2) Based on inaccurate need utilization estimates. The
splace requirements for programs were not correctly
fdrmulated.




(3) Based on incorrect estimations of bilingual needs.
According to the council, Plan II closed too many
schools in tue Hispanic sectiom of the district, a
section according to them that had a growing

population (submission to the court).

The council pointed to other gaps in Plan II. For example,
Plan II's school renovation program was predicated on state
reimbursement. Yet the state *ad not yet .pproved the renovation
program. How vere the state funds to be guaranteed? Similarly,
rhe council was concerned about how the mini-magnets of the
Revised Plan II would be funded and the nature of their programs.
The council also criticized the plan for not having a high school

progranm.

The council claimed that the budgeting for schools of uncer-
tain status wvas incomplete. According to them, these schools
would be zero-budgeted. This would certainly lead to a deteri-
oration of -the physical plant and educational programming at

these schools.

Finally, the council opposed the tie concepts of the Revised
Plan II on the grounds that this would contribute to the already

existing instability in the syster. According to the council,
"A child cduld be transferred between tied schools year after
ould hardly be conceived

year and also during a school year. This ¢

as a stabilized environment for children. A principal could also
send all the 'eroublesome’ children to oue school.” The council
also pointed out that under the Revised Plan II, grade configura-

ticas could be shifted from school to school. This also would
have a destabilizing effect. The council was concerned that the
closing of tied schools would result in the loss of staff. How
staff were redistributed and now this would effect compliance with
court orders pertaining to the teacher and administrative desegre-
gation and to affirmative action in these areas were questions

the council was very much concerned about. Furthermore, the
council claimed that the impact of closing tied schools on the
dasegregation plan had not been completely analyzed. In the
council's view, Plan II was based primarily om criteria related
to the physical charac-aristics of thr facilicies. Lictle attention,
they claimed, vas given tu its impact on desegregation or the

effect of school closings on particular neighborhoods. The council

disagreed with the Rivertom School Department's positiom that
maintaining small schools was educationally counterproductive.

The council also criticized the school department's efforts

to obtain community input to the plan. They complained that

school department officials had ignored their comncerns and
recommendations. Moreover, the school department did not allow
enough time betwaen the release of various draft proposals and
their submission to the court for serious review by citizen groups.
As an example, the council claimed that the Revised Plan II was
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released less than a month before it was submitted to the . .T-=
hardly enough time for serious consideration.

Judge Weinberg did not approve Plan II, though he did i'ralse
it as a good first step. The plan, according to the judge, did
not meet the requirements of the initial order. More importantly
‘however, the plan "implied vholesale ~mendments to previ~usly
challenged court orders."”

The judge ayreed with the plaintiffs and other czitics of the
plan that the achool department had nct given sufficient consi-
deration to mattars concerning educat mal quality. Fe also
eriticized the dgpartmunt‘; effort at obtaiuing community input.

The court, however, made no official resp-ose tu plaintiffs'
concerns about educational equity and the reque.: for amcillary
relief. School equalizatiom, from the standpoint ~f the court,
is an "ideal." In pursuing this ideal, it was irportant for
parties to distinguish between the messentials" and "incidentals.”
Judge Weinberg urged the parties to reach a comsensus on whar
these essentiils were and how they ought to be allocated.

Judge Weinberg ‘did reaffirm the overall feeling that educa-
tional and facilities planning must take place simultaneously.
Although he agreed with the plaintiffs. that defendants had paid
caly "scant” attemtion o this in the past, the judge did say
that the recent corpilation by the school department of more
refined data, indicating nat only the size and numbers of rooms,
but also each faciliry's capacity cor a wide variety of different
programs indicated that more progress had been made in this
area. According to Judge Weinberg. neither the court nor other
parties to the case could have predicted the substantial increase
in the number of students requiring specialized program=. From
the court's prespective, these increases constitute one of those
unforeseeable consequences that impinge on the successful imple-
mentation c. desegregatiom. Sch~ol department officials must
see to it that schools come as close as possible to court-~
mandated racial 'balance guidelines, while assuring that federal
and state mandates concerning special and bilingual &ducation also
are complied with.

Judge Weinberg ordered the closing of those elementary schools
specified in the Revised Plan II. He also added two other schools
which were included in a back-up plan developed by the state and
had been named in other plans previously submitted by the school
depertment. This, he said, would bring the school department into
compliance with his order to reduce by ome-half the number of
excess seats in the discrict. (He accepted a lesser estimare
provided in the Revised Plan II for the total number of excess
seats.) He refused, however, to close the high school proposed
in the Revised Plan II. According to the judge, the school

department had not shown that closing the school would not interfere
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with educational programs already at th. school and jeopardiza
state funds used to sudport those programs. Judge Weinberg
pointed out that this school had a particularly good educational
record in terms of high daily attendance and a low suspension
rate. Tie judre also feared that closing this school could
cause overcrowaing 71 other high schools in the district. If
future enrollment patterns dictated, however, the judge said he
would permit the school to be closed and transformed into a
middle school as proposed by the schnol department.

In ordering the closure of 12 elementary schools, the judge
i{ndicated that all of the schools were too small to be practical.
He cited testimony from school department officials that cducation
may not be as effective in ichools that enroll less than a
certain number of students. He also pointed out that state
reimbursement regulations prohibit the allocation of state
funds to refurbish schools tinat cannot enrpll a specified number
of students.

In citing the specific schools for closure, the judge used
the following criteria:

(1) Current and projected errollments

(2) Educational programming (e.g., as reflected by test
scores and attendance patterns)

(3) Racial balance anu the effect of closing the school
on the racial balance of other schools in the
district

(4) The potential value of the building once it had been
closed. (In one case, the judge ordered the closing
of a building leased by the city from a privatz
organization. In this instance, neither the school
department nor the city would benefit by continuing
the lease.)

) The costs of major improvements necessary to keep the
building open and the availabilicy of state reimburse-
ment

In making these decisions, the judge compared the selected schools
to other schools in the district.

Judge Weinberg expressed considerable dissatisfaction with
the tie concept as 2xpressed ir the Revised Plan II. The judge
raised two objectious to this idea. Firse, he claimed that this
concept contravened previous court orders with respect to uniform
grade structures. In the past, the school system had used dual
srade structures in predominantly white and black schools to
foster segregation. The tie concept c-uld reintroduce this
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problem. The idea of an assistant principal taking over ome of
the schools also violated a previous court order requiring that
each school have its own principal.

Beyond this, the judge claimed that the tie concept would
result in the creatiocn of amother school assignment systea,
dif ferent than the ome used in the system-wide remedy .lan. This
would make it difficult for the school defendants to mako
adjustments in the future to ensure student desegregation.

Secondly, Judge Weinbe~y addressed the school department's
argument that any shortfill in achieving desegregation that
resulted from Plan II wculd be compensated for by the greater
stability provided by the plan through glvins parents a clearer
idea of where their cnilaren would be assigr d to school in
the future. Judge Weinberg stated:

...the proposal would be divisive, confusing and
destructive of the very stability which the court
has sought to achieve in numerous previous orders.
Schools paired in so-called type 1 ties would
have one school predestined for closing; schools
in type 2 ties would not know upon adoption of the
arrangement which school would be closed should the
combined enrollment of the pair drop below the
established minimum percentage of the capacity

of either of the two schools. Schools predestined
for closing would in all probability be operated
like schools predestined for closing, i.e., with
a reduction in the number of educational services
to the children.

According to the judge the Type 2 ties could result .n competition
among different schools. Given the shifting formulae for

defining enrollment capacity, the tie concept left the door open
for some schools to operate with an enrollment significantly

less than capacity, thus undermining both the financial and
desegregation go:ls of the plan.

The court also criticized the mini-magnet idea. Judge Weinberg
agreed with the plaintiffs that this would create educational
inequities. He wvas also concerned that the wini-magnets would
require an unnecessary number of administrators. Beyond this, the
judge was concernad that the school department had not shovm how
they would assure the funds for the mini-magnet programs.

In conclusion, Judge Weinberg required the corhined planning
group to produce a more detailed ten-year plan. He issued three
guidelines in this regard:

|
(1) The new >lan would be similar to . ¢ original Plan II
in providing specific decisions and the data base on
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which those decisions are made. This plan should
be consistent with the planning guidelines previously
accepted by the court.

(2) The plan should be more than a "school closing plan.”
When closings are specified, specific criteria should
be indicated. The planning group's assumptions and
comuitments concerning educational planning should
be spelled out.

(3) The plan should have the complete agreement of all
the members of the planning group.

The school board appealed Judge Je.nberg's order, claiming he had
overstepped his jurisdictiom. They a.zo asked the court of
appeals to stay the district court's order requiring them to
close 12 schools. Significantly, the plaintiffs joined the
board in its appeal though for different reasons: their primary
concerns pertained to matters of educational equity. The

court of appeals granted the stay and the school closing plan

is now in a holding patterm while the appeal awaits the arrival
of transcripts and court records. The problem, however, is

that any savings that could be reaiized through school closings
are tied up in the appeals process. This severely constrains
the system's ability to cope with its increasing budgetary
problams.

The Concerms of Facilities Planning

In the past, Judge Weinberg has noted the '"tortuous path"” of
the facilities plan in Riverton. The school department's current
difficulties in satisfying court orders may be seen as further
{nstances of this aggravation and frustration. To some extent,
problems such as these could be expected in any urban school
district. As one Riverton of ficial puts it, any current planning
for the future necessarily {inherits the prcblems of the past.
These problems are axacerbated even further when that past has
entailed a history of segregation.

School departmeut officials are often baffled by cou.c orders
and have expressed some confusion as to their meaning and how they
are to be satisfied. According to one Rivertonianm, they are told
to desegregate, but they are not told what desegregation means.
According to this official, the judge is trying to make certain
decisions based upon his anticipation of what is likely to occur
in the future. She and other Rivertonians do not believe that
forecasting the future is an appropriate role for the court.

One Rivertonian, Mr. Barker, who has been deeply involved
with facilities planning, reports that he is having considerable
difficulty in meeting the judge's order that they develop a long-
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term facilities plan. The judge has required them to record both
condit ‘onal and unconditional closings. Given the response to
Plan II in 1its original and revised versioms, this administrator
feels faced with a peculiar dilemma. If they jdentify a school
for closing, then the judge is likely to say there is ''some

kind of curse" on the school. Education at the school will
suffer, and students will be deprived of both a quality and
equitable education. If they fail to identify specific schools
for closing, then they will not have fulfilled the court order.

Some school officlals believe that direct meetings with the
judge and his experts would provide them with a better idea of
what is required of them and how they might produce it. Most
others, however, believe that the judge should limit his
igvolvement. Mr. Barker, for example, suggests that the court
1imit its concern to two areas: (1) specifying what a desegregated
population is and insuring that the school department sees that
it is met, and (2) spe~ifying what constitutes an intolerable
vacancy level and assuring that this is met.

A number of parties, however, are unhappy with the combined
planning effort. They contend that it is difficult to work
together. Each party has somewhat different agendas. From the
court's perspective though, the combined planning eff~rt may be
a pecessity due to the complex relationships between the state,
city, and schools with respect to nevw school comstruction and
renovation. This may become even more important as local and
state capital outlay budgets are reduced in the future.

Rivertonians face another peculiar dilemma with respect to
the court's role and facilities planning. Some school offiecials
claim to appreciate the growing concern on the part of both the
court and the plaintiffs with respect to matters of educational
quality. As a mature district with r2s;ect to desegregation,
zany Rivertonians feel their ability to garmer federal funds 1s
based on the extent to which they can jdentify new needs that
are clearly linked to desegregation. To the extent that the
court and other parties identify some matters concerning quality
education as desegregatian-:claced, some believe they can better
press their case for federal assistance in this area. If the
court had approved a plan calling for new educational programs
and a new student assigument plan, the identificatiou of new
desegrega:ion-related needs may be more easily accomplished. So,
while they want the court to limit its involvement, they do not
want the court's complete disengagement from the case.

It is in this connection that the position of the nlaintiffs
takes on significance. The plaintiffs had never appealed or
supported the appeal of any previous court order. Anti-busers
consistently portrayed Judge Weinberg as the plaintiffs’ "ally."
In connection with the facilities plan, though, the plaintiffs
and the court have reached somewhat of an impasse. Judge Weinberg
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is not convinced that matters concerning educational equity pro-erly
belong under the desegregation suit. Although this certainly

may be a properly legal view, it may alsc signal an unwillingness

ca his part to be used in the "resource scramble."” *

Educational Programs and Desegregation in Riverton

Desegregation-related educational programs in Riverton include:
magnet schools, magnet programs, institutional linkages, and a
variety of special programs geared towards such things as staff
developument, multi-cultural curricula, remedial reading and math
programs, specialized educational centers, imnovative approaches
to students' academic and disciplinary problems, and others.

These programs are funded by a combination of federal, state, and
local funds.

These programs are complexly intertwined. The funding
relationships are equally complex. For example, Riverton has a
magnet school district which has programs that are in part
supported by federal and state as well as local funds. However,
federal funds are not used for the basic programs in these
schools. Rather, they provide support programs such as remedial
reading and math. On the other hand, a considerable amount of
federal funds are used for both magnet programs at non-magnet
schools as well as for suppert activities at both magnet and
non-magnet schools.

The situation is even more complex with respect to the state.
State regulations provide funds for magnet schools and programs.
These funds are allocated according to 3 formula (based on the
legislature's appropriation) and on a discretionary basis. With

*A cumber of years before, Judge Weinberg attempted to address the
issue of pressure being placed on the plaintiffs. He asserted this,
after the court of appeals upheld the system~wide plan.

The desegregation plan in this case has become in
effact a Court of Appeals plan...binding on the
district court as well as the parties unless altered
by th: Supreme Court of the United States after grant
of certiorari. Some parties have ancouraged a popular
misconception that, if only sufficient pressure can be
brought against the plaintiffs, the school department,
rembers of monitoring councils and the court, the

plan may be set aside by the trial court. Om the
contrary, quite apart from the constitutional
necessity of the system-wide plan, the court's

power to change it is strictly limited.

The Supreme Court refused to hear the case. Now, however, a number
of years down the road, this approach, once instituted to protect

O the plaintiffs and other specified parties, may have come back to
ERIC haut them.
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these funds, the state provides programs at both magnet and
non-magunet schools.

Magnet Schools

As part of the system—vide plan that went into effect in
Riverton a separate city-vwide district of magnet schools at the
elementary, middle, and high school levels was established. Each
school had a particular theme, e.8.. music and art, science and
technology, basic skills, trade, college preparatory, etc.

These schools were to be "voluntarily integrated" drawing their
students from the entire city rather than from specific attendance
areas.

In 1979-80, Riverton budgeted roughly $33 million of local
funds for the magnet school district. School officials do not
viev this total as a desegregation cost. According to them, the
students whu attend magnet schools (they comprise one-third of
the total student body) would need o be educated anyway. John
Praeger tells us that in developing the magnet school district
they worked under the assumption that funding of these programs
would require no additional expense to the distriect. It should
Le vamembered that the idea for magnet and alternative educational
programs was taken from the school board's proposal for a
"voluntary" plan.

ESAA funds are used for the following sorts of services in
Riverton's elementary and middle school magnets: staff development
for multi-cultural teaching, aini-grant monies for multi-cultural
materials, career awareness programs, small group imstruction in
reading and math, {nnovative approaches to discipline. At the
high school level, ESAA provides Riverton's college preparatory
program with a guidance and counseling office and tutorial services
for minority childrem. At their trade school, ESAA funds were
used to help develop a dental hygiene maintenance pamphlet. ESAA
provides reading programs at a number of Riverton's magnets and’
supports a physical education and curriculum development program
along with after-school activities in dance and photography at
their rheatre and communications magnet.

Riverton also receives about Sl million from the state to
help support the magnet schools. The state also provides other
support for magnet programs, totaling roughly $5 milliom. State
funds are allocated according to the following gulidelines:

(1) The average cost per pupil of educating each child who
attends such a facility or the public school district
of which such facility is a part, less the average
cost per pupil of educating each such child at the
public school which he otherwise would have attended
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(2) The cost of tramsportation of each child attending such
magnet school facility

(3) The cost of planning and construction, reconstructiom,
enlargement, rehabilitation, or other improvement for
the magnet school facility provided, however, that no
such grant shall be for more than seventy-five percent
of any such cost

(4) Such other costs incidental to the provision of the
magnet school facility as the board may approve

These funds support a variety of programs at Riverton's
magnet schools. At the e¢lementary and middle school levels
these include music programs, field trips, multi-cultural
activities, extended day kindergartens, career exploration
programs, and library materials and workers. At Riverton's
magnet high schools, state funds support remedial math and
reading programs, computer science programs, media technology,
theatre art and music programs, bilingual programs, and some
extra-curricular activities.

Institutional Linkages

The state supports virtually all of what is probably the
most ambitious educational component of Riverton's desegregation
program-—che institutional linkage program. Through this program,
linkages have been established between all of Riverton's schools
(magnet and non-magnet) and community institutions, including
educational institutions such as colleges and universities,
cultural institutions such as museums, zoos, parks, etc., and
community organizations. These funds also support specific
programs in the schools. A small amount is used for part-time
mini-grant programs in non-desegregated, primarily black schools.
The linkages between specific schools and school sub-districts and
the local educational institutions are by far the largest component
of the institutional linkage program.

There are two major types of linkages. F{irst, there are
Jirect linkages between specific schools and community fnstitutionms.
Many of these were included as part of the original desegregation
plan. Minimum amounts are set aside for the continuation of
these pairings. According to one Riverton school official, there
have been only three '""divorces" since that order.

Secondly, there are linkages between institutions and the
school sub-districts established in the system-wide plan. A
minimal amount is set aside for comtinuation of those district
level linkages that were established as part of the system-wide
remady.
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Money also is available for linkages with community organi-
zations and for specific school level progrzms approved by the
state. Finally, a small amount is set aside for the maintenance
of some magnet programs in non-desegregated schools.

The institutional linkage program was initiated under a state
law that provides incentives for districts which take measures to
alleviate racial imbalance. Magnet and education programs were

vieved as important means of achieving this goal.

One state official accounts for the originatiom of the linkage

program in the following terms:

When Judge Weinberg ordered a desegregation plan...
he included commitments for institutions in the

area for an in-depth relatiomship to specific schools
and districts...

The State Commissioner of Education responded imme-
diately with a commitment of state financial support
to planning and program aspects of these relationships.

It fell to me, with my colleagues in the Bureau, to
develop criteria for funding these programs.... It
should be noted that we did not attempt to define
specifically the kinds of services and objectives
which would be.appropriate. Instead we stressed a
theme which we have continued to believe important:
setting priorities at the school level, not in

the outside institutions which seek to serve the
schools... We had been concerned about the possibility
that universities would tend to "gell" the programs
which they curreantly offered, especially those
which were suffering from declining student demand.
We wanted to assure that the needs of each school
would be identified through a real dialogue with
the university partner.

By and large, our concern about this problem has
largely vanished over the years. Certainly we found
ourselves funding programs which the schools would
not have designed or selected if givem a totally
open choice. In some cases these programs have
come to be an effactive part of the schools; in
others, they have fallen away as other priorities
arose. The impact of state funding was not unlike
that of funding for research——not every line of
approach proved useful, but many new directions
vere opened up which would have remained unexplored
had we placed stricter requirements from the

start. When offered a choice, many school people
appeared grateful to explore the options nffered

73



by the universities, while most university represen-
tatives did their best not to overwhelm the schools
with pre—-packaged programs.

Over these few years of developing relatiomships,
most partnerships have been strengthened to a
remarkable degi : as the partners learned to work
together and to hear each other's constraints and
concerns. Two or three have not worked out ari
heve been dissolved by mutual consent, but far
more have besn established voluntarily, and there
are now more than twice as many partnerships as
were included in Judge Weinberg's.original order.

Significantly, state financial support for the IL? came after
the court had approved the program. Neither the masters nor
experts claim to have been aware of the availability of state
funds. The state commissioner of education claims that he
interceded only after the decision had been made.

Each year a complex approval procedure is employed for
ecch linkage. The cost of this process is assumed by the state.
This includes stipends for teachers and administrators. The
school department, however, pays the salary of ome administrator
and a secretary in their Grants Office.

When the system-wide remedy was implemented the state
committed roughly $3 million to this program. This amount has
not been increased over the past few years. Riverton officials
are thus faced with the dilemma cf maintaining programs whose
costs increase as a function of inflation and other external
factors while the revenues remain static.

School officials attempt to co--rdinate revenues from the
different state funding sources at the program level. For example,
the development of a magnet program may be funded with monies
taken from both the ILP and magnet program component.

Riverton's ESAA Programs

ESAA funds are used in Riverton's magnet and non-magnet schools
with a substantial portion going to the non-magnet districts. For
~xample, ESAA funds are used to support a magnet program at one
of Riverton's district high schools. Because of logistic difficulties,
this school was not included as part of the desegregation plan. ’
For that reason, a magnet p-ogram was established ai the school
to attract minority students onm a voluntary basis. Support was
granted for the program under ESAA'a magnet component. However,
school officials regret having submitted this project under the
"magrai' title. They believe that the program is justified under
a "basic" graat, since it desegregates a substantial portion of

Q
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| an otherwise untouched section of the distr’:t. The program was
| not funded in 1980-81. However, it is being maintained with

| local funds. Under their megnet grants, Riverton also receives
| funds for their extended day kindergarten program and a program
t to help boost minority interest in science and technology

Careers.

ESAA funds are used for educational programming through other
grant components as well. ESAA helps support innovative approaches
to discipline and guidance counseling in magnet and non-magnet
schools on a needs basis. ESAA funds are also used for the

- development of multi-cultural curriculum and art and music programs.
Substantial funds are used for a middle school language arts
program ind a tutoring program for students who suffer educational
difficulties as a result of prior segregatiom. The only program
specifically provided for a wmagnet school is a tutoring program
for minority children at Riverton's advanced college preparatory
magnet. This program had been ordered specifically by Judge
Weinberg. . )

Riverton received $1.9 million in ESAA support when the RPRRI
was implemented some time ago. The first ESAA grant, we were
told, was geared to primarily two purposes: (1) educational
programs, particularly multi-cultural enrichment programs and
programs to reduce the disparity between black and white student
achievement levels and (2) "affective' programe concerned witn
commmity response and human relatioms.

Over the years there has been some shifting in the types of
programs funded by ESAA. Riverton's ESAA director reports that
the district had received considerable funds for basic skills
programs. These programs, however, have been de-funded and, as
a result, discontinued. The only remaining ESAA funded basic
skills program in 1979-80, we were told, was the language arts
center. This program was not funded in 1980-81.

Although many programs have been discontinued, the district
may still enjoy some of the benefits of previously funded programs.
New equipment for example, and strategies for multi-cultural and
human relations approaches developed from ESAA funded workshops
do not disappear when the finding ends. Riverton's ESAA director
reports that a diagnostic test to measure language and reading
problems initially developed with ESAA support contiuues to be
of valua to the system.

Other discontinued ESAA educational programs have been
maintained with district funds. The extended day kiadergarten
program, for example, was defunded. During that time, the school
department maintained the program with a "skeleton" staff. The
program was refunded for the 1979-80 school year but was not
funded for 1980-81. Some of the costs of the school-community

‘rtlatians program are now covered wit: ESAA money, and ESAA support
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has recently been supplied to the parent councils. Other
formerly ESAA funded programs have been moved to other federal
grants. Some bilingual programs for example were shifted to ESEA
Title I. Other shifts have raken place within the ESAA grants
themselves. During the past year, some monies were taken from
education programs and applied to safety and security following
the eruption of racial incidents in some of the schools.

In one five year period following the implementation of

. the RPRRI, Riverton received over $22.5 million in ESAA funds.

The largest amount received in any one year was $7.4 million.
School officials attribute their early success with ESAA primarily
to the efforts of their Washington representatives. When the
stagus of onme of their grants was in question, one school

pfficial told us, Congressman Williamson met with an ESAA director

_and an arrangement was made to continue the program. This

official suggests that we draw a distinction between school
districts that have influence in Washington and those that do
not. For the former, the application and negotiation processes
that are supposed to guide the obtaining of ESAA funds generally

. do not apply. Indeed, one court official reports that scme early

£SAA funds were obtained without any formal application at all.

Recently, however, Riverton's ESAA allocation has been reduced.
In 1979-80 they received roughly $3.1 millienm, while in 1980-81
their allotment was cut to roughly $2.6 millionm. It appears
that the district's '"clout" may not be as effective as it once
was or, that as time passes, Riverton's case for certain programs
becomes weaker. Indeed, a large number of pupils who were in
the schools when the RPRRI was implemented have now graduated.
This year a very popular mini-grant program was cut from their
applicatiom.

As a mature district (desegregation-wise) school officials
feel they have different problems with respect to obtaining federal
funds. They are concerned about potential cuts at both the state
and federal levels. According to one Rivertonian, the challenge
now is to show how the district's needs are related to desegrega-
tion. In some cases this may be relatively easy, as when the
court requires the provisiom of a particular educational program.
For example, ESAA funds help support tutorial programs at Academic
High and an innovative approach to discipline at one Riverton
school that experienced an exceptionally high suspension rate
Both o6f these programs were required by a court order.

In general, though, school officials believe they have to
re-d fine desegregation in order to better press their case for
fedaral support. According to ome school official, this means
we have to include "quality education." This official points to
a 'similar interest on the part of the plaintiffs.

Riverton's current programs appear to follow court orders

76

50




quite closely. These include a community and studant affairs
program——talated to a court order requiring the establishment of
parent councils; a program for {anovative approaches to discipline—
related to an order requiring that efforts be taken to alleviate
high suspension and expulsion rates in specific schools; a

tutoring progxam—-tequired to assist students in the district's
acadexic challenge high gchools. Current programs also include

a safety aad security program, which provides security aides and

an educational enrichment program. ) .

td
-

Transgortation

Riverton began transporting students for school desegregation
prior to the implementation of the RPRRI through MOP and OEPR.
With the implementation of the RPRRI, the number of students
being bused jncreased substantially. Their transportation
department was expanded at thag time and has grown considerably
over the past five years. Transportation is now included under
the office of desegregation. This office was established by a
court order and has the responsibility for monitoring and
effectively implementing the stuoeu. reassignment plan.

Transportation costs related to school desegregation are
borne by local and state resources. Under state statutes, the
state may reimburse a district on a pro-rata basis up to 100%
of the cost of any student transportation done for the purpose
of racial balance based on the legislature's appropriation.
The state considers that transportation 1is being done for.
desegregation purposes i{f it satisfies one of the following
criteria:

(1) Transportation to magnet schools

(2) Transportation of a white student from a predominantly
white school to a predominantly black school or
integrated school

(3) Transportation of a black student from a predominantly
plack school to a predominantly white or
integrated school

These costs are specified as specifically related to desegregaticnm.
There may be other desegregatian—related costs that arise from
transportation that does not fall under one of these categories
(e.g., busing of children to schools that do not meet racial
balance criteria, busing of children short distances for safety
reasons, use of mass transit, and transportation to educational
centers). Currently, it is estimated that desegregation busing
constitutes roughly 83% of the district's total transportation.
JBow'cvcr, because of low legislative appropriations, Riverton
{actually receives about 55¢ on the dollar.
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There is little evidence that financial considerations were
a major factor in the design of Riverton's transportation programs.
State funds are used as an incentive for metropolitan integration.
However, the interdistrict monies benefit the receiving districts,
which are overwhelmingly subugrban communities that take black

children from Rivertom.

There is no evidence that Riverton school officials attempted
to assign students to integrated schools within the district so
as to procure state reimbursement prior to rthe federal court
order. (These regulations were officially enacted after the court
order implementing the RPRRI was handed down.)

According to Rivertom school officials, the transportation
routes selected for both the RPRRI and the system~-wide plan were
dictated by the final plan established by the experts and
Masters. According to John Praeger, efforts were made to minimize
the time and distance for busing and, although these may have
had financial consequences, they were not taken for financial
reasons. As will be recalled, the costs attributed to transporta<
tion ballooned during the implementation of both the RPRRI and
the system-wide remedy. To some extent, this resulted from the
district's lack of experience in dealing with bus contractors.

One school official points out that in the early days the district
did not even have its own negotiator to bargain for the bus
contracts. Rather, this task was assumed by the city's corpora-
tion counsel. It wasn't until two or three years down the road
that the district retained its own attorney to negotiate with

the bus companies.

Riverton has had three different types of contracts with
various bus companies. Under one arrangement, the district leases
a number of buses from a company at an hourly rate. Under another
arrangement, the district pays another company & certain percentage
over thelr costs. Finally, Riverton has an arrangement with the
mass transit system in which it purchases a aumber of bus tickets
for some of its students. (This practice had oeen in effect

prior to desegregation.)

Generally, their arrangements with private contractors have
not been happy ones for the district. Ome official believes that
their agreements with bus companies 1eft the district pretty much
at the mercy of those companies- He notes how on one occasion a
company asked for an adjustment in their contract on the grounds
that they were going to g0 bankrupt. The school system, faced
with this possibility, and aware that failure to provide the
transportation would result in a disruption of services in
violation of the court order, went along with the adjustment.
According-to school officials, the district and the transportation
companies also have differing agendas. The district is concermed
about providing services., The transportation companies are
concerned about profits and will often sacrifice the services in
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order to maximize profits.

Currently, school officials are developing transportation
programs with budgetary considerations in mind. A plan has been
developed whereby Riverton purchagses their own buses and uses
outside carriers to supply drivers to drive routes develoned by
the gchool department. It is believed that the interest rates
at which the sr*iooL department could obtain vehicles would be
less thau thosc available to private cory “rations, thus resulting
{n some saving.. Although this pla wmay provide certain long-
term bepefits, the allocations required for new buses have
exacerbated the district's carrent budgetary problems.

The current plan for the district's purchasing its own buses
and having the companies supply the labor may be seen as a way of
coping with another financial oroblem indirectly related to
desegregation. Thls pertains the unionization of workers
hired to carzy out parts of the desegregation plan. By
contracting out the busing, the Riverton School Department did
not have to deal with a bus drivers uniom (though they certainly
may have picked up the costs for their pay increases indirectly).
Bus monitors aud transitional aides are now wnionized and have
cosllective baxraiining rights.

Budget officers have complained about increasing obligatioms
that result from contracts with various unions. One Riverton school
official was "frosted" about the uniornization of the transitional
s<ides and bus monitors, whom he regards as "piece workers.'" The
current desision to buy the buses, but nct the labor, may be
seen a. one way in which budgetary constraints a—e now becoming
relevant to the implementation of the desegregation plan.

Budget officers oppcse the idea thar the district should run its

_own .ramsportation system beczuse of the costs associated with

collective bargaining. People in the transportation department
wanted to alleviate the difficulties and what they saw as
excessive costs of dealing with the bus companies and their
{inability to provide high quality services. The current plan may
he seen as a compromise measure.

Transportation is indicarive of the general pattern of budgeting
for desegregation in Rivertuva. Initially, they spent what thev
thought vas necessary io o-der tc accomplish the tasks they
thought were required. As time passed, they found ways to
economize. 1he mechanics of pick-up and delive= {mproved with
tims. Repeat trips and staggered hours were used to eliminate
buses. When the indergartens ware deserregatrd (sc-e time after
the upper grades) transportation for kindergarten wis on a door-
ro-door basis. Currently, pick-up and drop-off stops are used for
kindergarten students.




Office of Desegregation

Transportation is one component of the desegregatioa plan
that has occasioned a variety of new expenditures that have now
become integral aspects of the school department. The most
obvious of these is the office of dasegregatiocm. This office
prepares school assignments and tus routes.

The desegregation office is composed of four interrelated
units. The student unit is responsible for s.udent assignments.
This entails the development of the so-called space watrix——a
document that shows the available space in different schools.
The student assignment vnit continuously monitors and updates
the assignment policies in terms of which police-blocks are
assigned to schools in order co assure ctatinuing student
desegregation. The second unit .s the records management unit.
This unit is made necessary by the complexily of the assignment
process. Efforts are made not to shift kids two years in a rov.
There also are provisions by which a student can evansfer to a
school if a sibling attends that school. The records management
department keeps all this information on individual students as
well as special considerations such as bilingual needs or
special educatiom. Thirc, there is the transportation unit.
This department oversees transportation for desegregation, maguet
programs and vocational education. Finally, there is the external
1{iaison unit. This unit has had a number of directors Jver the
past years. Acco=ding to ome Riverfom official, some of its
¢uactions are currestly being overlapped by a newly formed
district—wide office for commumity and public affairs.

The office of desegregatiom has been increasingly
rati—alized over the years. Computer facilities have prot ided
quicker aad more complete data processing. As a result of a
court ord~r, the office of desegregation has priority with
cespect to computer access. However, the computer has been used
to facilitate other management and technological innovations-—-
most notably, the new budgetary system.

gafety and Security

Safety and security has bean funded througl: a combination of
federal, srate and local rssources. Currently, part of the special
project™ component of the district’'s ESAA allocation is for
safety .od sacur.ty. This component was added after the eruption
of tension in the schools during the past jear. Funds were
rransfarred from a reading prograa to safety and security. During
the early days of desegregation, federal sec: ity forces sich as
Marshalls were used in Riverton and 1EW's Communizy Rel-ziens
Servica also was uctive. These co0S<s naver were shown in .he
Riverton school budget.
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The state also had certain costs with respect to safety and
security that were never shown in the Riverton school budget.
State troopers and guardsmen assisted local police in maintaining
security.

The bulk of the security costs were carried by Rivertom city
whi-h supplied most of the policz necessary to protect bus routes
and schools. During the first year of desegregation these costs
vere estimated to cost $10 million. However, some question
has been raised about the city's practice of paying police over-
time for school duty; the feeling among some being that this
artificially increased the cost of security. According to these
gources the police costs could have been reduced had school duty
been treated as regular duty rather than overtime. OJue Riverton
school official, however, asserts that the police more than
daserved whatever overtime they received.

F+ 1lly, the Riverton School District has its own safety
and se.urity dep..ctment. Though some school officials admit
that chis department grew out of the desegregation effort,
others claim that such a department would have become necessary
regardless of whether or mot desegregation had taken place.

Transitional Aides

The transicional aide progra. fits somewhere betwecn safaty
and security and comunity-school relationms. Transitional aides
are "meighborhond people” who agsist at new schools to which
children from their neighborhood may be reassigned. Many
observars as well as school officials have noted that the transi-
tional aide program provided considerable patronage jobs to be
distributed 7 Riverton politicianms. The number of transitional
aides has been reduced substantially since the 1rly days."

The transitiomal aide program {1lustrates how the learning
process that came with desegregation allowed the district to budget
more prudently. Originally, over 1,000 transitional aides were
hired. The aext year this aumber was cut in half and In
subsequent years has been reduced even further. However, they
are now recognized by the Rivertom Teachers Union and have collec~-
tive bargaining rights.

Communitr=School Rajez-ion.

Riverton s desegregatiom plan entails a complex network of
parent councils. These couacils vere crdered b the court as
part of tn2 system-wide remedy plan.

The councils arz orgsized in a h.osraren.cal wvanner hegin-
niag with the {ndividual 3ct.oi. 8lack and Jnite pz.ent resresen~
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tatives are elected at each school. In those cases where the
school population has a large number of Hispanic students, they
will also be guaranteed representation. Members of the school
level council then elec: certain parents from among their ranks
to be members of the district council. Teachers and students
also are represented on the district-wide councils as are
representatives of the institutional linkages. Members of the
school level councils also elect a city-wide council. This
council is composed entirely of parents and was to be concerned
primarily with the resolution of whatever racial problems might
arise.

The plan had included 3 city-wide monitoring council that
had representatives from these parent councils as well as members
appointed by the court. These people tended to be influential
members in the community at larg: or important figures on a
neighborhood level. The council also had teacher and student
representation. Its purpos: was described in the following terms:

The uonitoring council will foster public awareness
of and involvement in the process of implementation
_of the Court's desegregation orders. It will be the
primary body monitoring implementation om behalf of

the Court Tt will, in this connection, file
menthly reports with the parties and the Court
covering its activities. It will attempt to avoid
the difficulties caused by lack of preparation and
commnity education associated with the plan
currently in effect. It will work to develop the
institutional linkages with the Riverton schools.
The monitoring council will attempt to ideutify
and resolve problems by mediation and conciliaciom.
In its actions, it will act with awareness of the
needs of non—-English speaking groups and communities
in the city. It may briag unresolved problems to
the attention of the parties, the Court or other
appropriate persons. It may communicate ~.d -
publicize its views and recomrandations to the
public, the parties and the Court. The mohitoring
councal will noc co-manage or make policy for the
schools. Neither will it assume respomsibility of
the Board, School Department and other defendants
to carry out the Court's orders (order).

The most expensive components of the community relations
network were the monitoring council and the city-wide parents
. council which was given a small staff. The school system paid
fcr the monitoring council until it was disbanded some four
years after the order was put !ato effect. EoAd originally
paid for the parent council. However, after 1t was learned
that the council had heen orderea by the court, HEW refused to
continue the funding. According to one Riverton official,
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Judge Weinberg called HEW representatives into court to explain
why programs included in his orders were ipeligible for funding.
According to this official, this encounter is part of the reason
for ESAA changing its policy with respect to funding court-
mandated programs. -Although one anti-busing board member proposed
that the council's budget should be cut to ease the current
‘deficit, the council's budget has been maintaiped with local
funds and some ESAA support this year.

Federal and state resources are used for school-community
relations in other ways as well., S-.ate monies are now being
used to attempt to attract students back to the public schools
and to orient new students to the schosl system. ESAA funds
are used for the followiny purposes:

The training of parent and student members of the court-
established councils

Translation services
Publication and distribution of parent newsletter
Mileage reimbursement for parents attending meetings

Extra-curricular activities

Faculty and Administrative Desegregation and Affirmative Action

The desegregation plan approved by the court contained a
component for desegregating administrative and faculty personnel.
Later, the court required an affirmacive action plan for both
the teachers and administrators. This was based on the court’s
£inding that the schorl department had discriminated against
black applicants for teaching positicas and that administrators
overwhelmingly were drawn from the ranks of the teaching staff.
For these reasons, the court ordered that all new positions be
filled on a one for cue basis until blacks comprised specific
percentagzs of all teachers and administrators.

School officials du not sec any major budgetary impacts
from affirmative action ¢T teacher desegregation. One interesting
congruence needs to be polnted out. As will be reczlled, the
court order required the redrawing of district lines. This
rasulted in an increase in the aumter of sub-districts. The
order also required area supe sinteadents for each of the new
districts, -hereby causing a Swell increase in the number of 4
administrators required. More importantly, as part of its
achocl equalization component, the order also required that each
bullding have a principal on site. This also helped to make room
for more administrators. It alsc neecds to be remembered that the
judge required certain educational programs that necessitared
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increased personnel. This ueeds to be taken in the context of
budgetary overruns and efforts to reform what was often considered
to be a school department top~-heavy with administrators.

Although the affirmative action componment f the remedy plan
was not driven by budgetary considerations, it did have certain
budgetary implic:atioms. First, it was necessary to initiate a
recruitment drive for black teachers and administrators. An
initial investment of between $200,000 to $300,000 was allocated
for this. BHowever, gince the district has met the court-ordered
guidelines {n these areas, this outlay is no longer necessary.

Secondly, the faculty desegregation and hiring order have
also been related t> school closing decisions and teacher
consolidation. At o.e time, efforts to reduce teaching staff
were halted because t.é Riverton School District had not
considered the implication of this for the court orders concerning
minority hiring. Also, certain parties have criticized school
closing plamns for similar reasons.

Thirdly, in part as a result of the court order, the dintricc
has established an affirmative action oifice which now monitors
compliance with court orders. The initiative for this effort came
from a particularly 1iberal school board member. This office,

i{a collaboration with the superincendenc's office, also

jnitiates plans for further staff desegregation and affirmative
action. For example, an effort is currently under way to develop
an affirmative aciion plan for classified personnel. The
affirmative action office was the department of implementation.

Fourthly, affirmative action requirements may, in the future,
conflict with the board's efforts to reduce staff. A staff
reduction policy based on a "last hired, first fired" principle
would result in the firing of a dispropor:ianaﬁely large n'mber
of recently hired black teachers and adz.nistrators. This policy,
to the extent that it reduced the proportion of black teachers
and administrators below court established levels, would conflict
with previous court orders as well as what one official calls
"moral and legal obligaticms" in this area. Other policies on
the other hand, could conflict with union regulations and collec-
tive bargaining agreements. The necessity to fulfill affirmative
action requirements could thus mitigate against the v_ali.-tion
of savings through scaff reductions.

IV. CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

A pumber of observations can be made concerning the processes
¢l budgeting for desegregation in Riverton. First, it is apnarent
that there was no real effort to budget or systematically plan
for the initial implementation of desegregatiom. The board w23
overtly hostile to "furcac busing.” One poard member public'y
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expressed the view that costly desegregation expenditures could
be used to iribic the implimentation of the plan. The state and
cour t-appointed officials under whose auspices plans ultimately
vera developed did not consider 1inancia. concerms to be an
imporcant factor and candidly admit their lack of budgetary
experience. The judge, on the other hand, was concerned that
"costs” were being used to subvert the imp lementation of the
plan and intercsdea on behalf of school of ficials who were
corcerned that withholding funds would delay pianning activities
and thus result in implementation difficulties. This helped
cveste an attitude amcng school officials that revenues could

be sscured if specific items could be treated as desegregation-

related.

The early stages of desegregation planning and implementation
were pervaded by conflict and confusion. The question of
desegregntica costs became part and parcel of these conflicts.
ihis tendea to cioud ratt.r than clarify important factual issues
concerning cost3. Beyond this, it is questionable that the
s-hool bureaucrvcy had the admiaiscrative capabilities to °
produce ccherent financial info -mation concerning desegregation
costs even if key pulitical azrors truly wanted it. Ind:ed, ome
Riverton official sii!l ermpiains that the budgetary system, even
aftar reform, cannot produce financial infermation 12 a program
basis. This has become an especially imporcant problem for
Mr. Backer who, in developing a long-term facilities plan, must
juzgie sizultanecusly the three concerns of educational programming,
desegregaticn, aad fiszal responsibilicy.

Secondly, it is apparent that this inictial lack of budgeting,
and pilanning in general, has retarded effcrts to increase efficiency.
This {s moest evidant in the area of transportation, where the
school department became 1z ad into a number of contractual
arrangements that were not always beneficial <o the district.

Alsn, the requirements of auxiliary transportation personnel
(e.g., transitional aides and bus monicors) resulted in new unioms

and an additional category of expenses.

More importantly, though, the transportat“on plan imp lemented
to factlitate the RPRRI and the systen-wide -emedy was, according
zo school officials, based ca an approach which constrains their
current efforts to ¢asure continued desegrega’lion, maintain school
syszem stabiliry and achieve the fiscally responsible and court-
ordered goals cf.teducing wcegs capacity in the Riverton Public
Schools. Ip this sense desegregation, OT racher the confusion
that charsceerized the asrly planning activities, has locked the
systam intc a plan that at least has impeded current efforts to
save mcuey. This Tesulta as ouch from the bvard's intrarsigent
mpprsition to busing snd che lack of a sound {nformational base
and processing syst:a in the scnool deparmeat as it does from the
actual plan developed by srate and court ctficials.




This reflects the two countervailing thrusts of desegregation
in Riverton. In the initia] implementation periocds, desegregation,
coupled with the intense conflict and lack of budgetary sophis-
cication, introduced a certain degree of wildness into school
department planning and budgeting activities. Almost simul-
tanecusly though, it highlighted the lack of sophistication in
the school department's planning and budgeting activities, and
stimulated a new board to take efforts to reform this. Ironically,
at the sam= time that desegregation was calling attention to
som: of the system's problems, it was creating new problems

itself.

Thirdls, the question of desegregation costs was, and con-~
tinues to be, a highly political matter, although the politics of
this matter have changed over time. In the initial stages of
the system-wide remedy planning and implementation process
costs were inflated to serve particular polirical purposes. The
school board used desegregation to explain its ballooning budget.
The mayor, who argued at ome point that the board's desegregation
estinates were inflated, came to argue that desegregation was the
primary culprit in the city's financial difficu’ties. Currently,
the desegregation budget serves other political purposes=—
specifically, it is used as leverage by the school department to
get the court to limit its involvement in what school officials

consider to be "education' concerms.

This difficulty reflects a fourth characteristic of desegre~
gation in Riverton that has budgetary implicaticns. Desegregation-
related concerns pervade the Rivertnn Public Schools. This is
partly the result of the scope of the violation. Not only were
students assigned to gchools on a discriminacory basis, but there
was also discrimination in the location of new schools and in
faculty and admiristrator hiring. The scope of the violation in
{tself could reauire sutstantial court involvement. But, this
is only half the story. Because »f the board's unwillingness
t6 take steps to implement desegregaticn, the court had to step
into a number of different gchool department operations. In
this regard there are specific court orders coancerned with such
things as safety and security, community relatioms, educa:ional
prcgrams, tutorial programs, innovative approaches to discipline,
school repairs and rmovations. These actions have had very

definite financial comsequences.

In sunm, dedegregation is costly in Rivevton. It is costly
not only becausa the components of desegregatinon programs can be
costly, but because there was a lack of budgeting and planning in
the initial stages of remedy plan development and izplementation.

, This lack of planning results from the following factors: (1) the

. lack of administrative capabilities in che school departunent;

" (2) the intransigence of the board and the resulting fact that |
desegragation plans vere developed outside of any budgetary '
context: (3) the confusion in the legal aad political milieu with

rcnpcéf to desayregation costs; (4) the political salience of
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desagregation and the usefulness orf desegregation costs as a
symbolic weapon in a variety of political wars. The lesson of
Riverton may read as follow.: Desegregation costs, but conflict
can be even more expensive.
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THORNTON

Early in 1976, following a long trial, U.S. District Court ﬁ
Judge Nathan Green found that Thornton school officials, Thornton
city officials, and state officials had unlawfully discriminated i
against black students. The school board then devised and g
successfully implemented a two-phase ("'Phase A" and "Phase B") j
desegregation plan. The plan involved the establishment of magnet
schools, a minority-to-msjority transfer plan, school closings, j
and rezoning. Under the plam all of the city's racially-

identifiable hizh schools and its white elementary schools became ¢
integratec. More than a dozen elementary schools remained all- i
black, but students assigned to these schools were eligible to :
participate in the voluntary transfer program. White flight was f
negligible. ‘

Major financial difficulties accompanied implementation of the
Phase A and Phase B plans. In 1978-79 these difficulties were so
severa that the plairciffs and school defendants forged a temporary
coalition aimed at nmersuading the court to order the city to
provide additional yunds for the schools. The court eventually did
so, but city officials asserted that the order would r.quire severe
cutbacks in fire and police protection. Judge Green thereupon
stayed his own order. As school of ficials struggled to complete
the 1978-79 schooi year they undoubtedly entertained hopes that the f
following year would not be so difficult, and that the desegregation :
initiatives of the previous two years could be consclidataa. But |
it was not to be so.

Just as the 1978-79 school year ended Judye Green issued an
order which the school board characterized as a "shocker" and a -
"bombshell.” The court-approved two-phase plan then in place, Green ,4
agnounced, was only & "partial remedy.” Recent Supreme Court X
doctrine had made it clear that a "gystemwide" remedy was needed. -
The continued existence of all-black elementary schools was not
justified. A "Phase C" plan for eliminating these vestiges of
past violations was to be proposed co.thc court within five months.

|
1
|
|
4

The desegregation planning team which had developed the previous "
phases went back to work. Drawing upon the experience of the ‘
pravious years, the planrers devised a proposal which went to the
court late in the fall!. However the plaintiffs deemed the proposal
inadequate. Hearings were set. These dragged on through the
winter and spring, interspersed with unsuccessful efforts to nego-
tiate a settlement of the issues. No settlement emerged, and so
early in the summer of 1980 Judge Green approved most of the board's
Phase C proposals, adding some additional steps which included the L
development of still further plans. Evidently there would be a i

Phase D.
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Our field work in Thornton occurred during the 1379-80 school
year, while Thormton school officials were continuing to operate
their Phase B plan and simultaneously designing and preparing to
{mplement a Phase C plan. Thus we were able to examine both the
design process (Phase C) and the {mplementation process (Phase B) .
Thornton school officials, proud of their accomplishments under

‘ Phases A and B, went out of their way to accommodate our inquiries
and requests for {oformation and to voice their views of events.
Extensive information also was obtained from the plaintiffs. Thus
in this report we are able not only to trace both design and
implementation activities, but also to characterize these activities
from the perspectives of both plaintiffs and school officials.
utMInur&mudmtmnammﬂBMmu,wtmfumr
focused on tasks not completed. No ofﬁer gite so clearly
demonstrated the difficulty of ascertaining any "opjective” reality
in matters pertaining to desegregation.

The following report is divided into six principal gections.
Section I presents essential background information on Thornton.
The Phase A plan ig summarized in Section II. Implementation of
the Phase B plan follows in Section I1I. Section IV summarizes
the design-of-remedy process for Phase C. Initial iuplementation
of the Phase C plan is described in Section V. A final section
summarizes and discusses our observatiors.

I. BACKGROUND

o Thornton 1is an aging industrial city, {ts core mark by
paysical deterioration and depopulatzion. Since the lat /1950s the

forces of urban disinvestment and suburbanization ha
drawing familles, jobs, and wealth to the city's periphery and
to the suburbs. Today the city remains predaminantly-white, but
it contains a disproportionate gshare of the area's poor aud minority
families. In the public g~hools, where enrollment has dropped by
one-third trom its post-war peak, pblack and white enrollments are
about evenly balanced. There i3 a small put’ growing Hispanic group
enrolled in the schools, along with an even smaller group of -
pative Americans.

During the 1970s, when school segregation 1itigation was
proceeding, the Thormton city govermment simul taneously was experi-
encing severe £iscal woes. The local tax base was aroded by
gactory shutdowns: residential abandomment, and a decline in the
number of taxable persons and transactions. At the same time there
were urgent demands for sxpanded sarvices, for modernization of

the capital facilities required to {nduce urban reinvestment, and
¢or improved wages for militant municipal workars. The city goverm~
ment sesned unable to pull together a long-range financial strategy-
By the mid-1970s budget deficits had accumulated. Just as desegre~
gation commenced the cicy's financial rating was reduced, further
restricting the city's_capacicy to provide funds, and also

-
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precipitating curtailments in spending.

The financial condition of the Thormton Public School
District (TPSD) is closely tied to that of the city, for the
district is fiscally dependent. That is, even though the school
board is popularly elected, it has no independent taxing powers.
The district's annual operating revenues must be appropriated by
the mayor and the board of aldermen. Capital funds for schcol
purposes are provided through the city's regular capital funds
budget. The only important source of revenues which the school
board can directly tap is the federal govermment. Thus the
TPSD's financial fortunes are closely tied to its leaders'
political acumen vis-a-vis city officials, and to staff members'’
success in mobilizing federal grants.

Budgets and Budgeting

There are three major budgets. The operating budget, which
reflects 80-90Z of the district's actual anmual expenditures,
provides for teacher salaries, administration, supplies, maintenance,
transportation, and support staff. Revenues for this budget are
derived primarily from state school aid, earmarked local revenues
such as sales taxes, and the local real property levy which is
set by city officials. The capital budget, which provides for
new construction and major renovations, is included within the
city's overall capital budget (which is quite small, given the
city's difficulties in financing Londs). A grants budget is z set
of separately-administered budgets reflecting a multitude of
federal financial assistance programs in areas such as bilingual
education, compensatory education, and desegregation assistance.

The Operating Budget

Responsibility fcr the preparation of the annual operating
budget is vested in the TPSD's budget director, who reports
directly to the superintendent. A quiet and dignified man with a
substantial reputation for integrity and fairmess, the budget
director oversees a budget which now exceeds $100 million. Report-
ing to the budget director are the helads of the departments of
accounting, auditing, budget, data processing, food services,
payroll, and other miscellaneous folks who seem not -to fit else-
where in the organizational hierarchy (e.g., "mail," "duplicating™).

a

Modern maunagement techniques have not yet had a substantial
impact on budgetary matters. In recent years the district's out-
side auditors have been urging school vfficials to undertake
comprehensive cost evaluations of the eutire school system, to
bring various. financial reports into aligmment with each other, to
make better use of data processing capabilities, to expand the
scope of the audit department, aad particularly *o develop an
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operations manual in which responsibilities and procedures would
be reduced to written form (outside auditor, "letter of
recomméndations”).

If the budget process has not been highly rationalized, it
at least occurs in a fairly predictuble fashion. Each fall
division heads are asked to submit their budget reque. *s for .he
next year. Evidently the requests are prepared increme.tally,
i.e., next year's request is based on this year's appropriation,
with adjustments to reflect any known changes such as enrollment
declines, new statutory mandates, and inflation adjustments. The
format of the budget explicitly encourages year-to-year comparisons
by showing, side by side, previous year expenditures, current
year appropriations, and subsequent year requests.

Departmental requests are compiled and adjusted in the budget
‘director's office. Revenue estimates also are developed there.
In mid-winter & proposed budget 1s presented to the board of
education. After board consideration, adjustment, and approval,
the proposed operating budget {s sent to city hall. There it is
consolidated with budget requests from the other city departments
(e.g., streets, health, recreation). By early spring the mayor
mAakes budget recommendations to the board of aldermen, which then
holds hearings. By June 1 a budget is approved, and by July 1 TPSD
officials must adopt a budget based on the amount of their appropri-
ation from the city.

The entire process is highly politicized. In preparing their
budget school officials attempt to both anticipate and shape city
officials’ expectations. The mayor is assiduously courted, for
his budget recommendations are deemed crucial. The courting is
complex: an invitation to appear onstage at the maycr's alma
mater-—alongside Jesse Jacksoun; encouragement to parents to testify
in favor of the school budget during budget hearing sessions;
public assurances that "fixed assigmments’ and "forced busing" will
not be utilized even in the face of Judge Green's Phase C order.
Nejotiatioms with school employee's organizations are orchestrated
in terms of their significance for settlements with other municipal
employees. Controversial issues such as school closings are handled
in ways designed to minimize political fallout aimed at aldermen
and the mayor, i.e., to keep those officials from being forced into
positions where they would have to oppose school district efforts.
We found it interesting to note that top school officials have an N\
informal indicator of their "political success rate."” It is :he *
ratio between the city's operating budget appropriation, and the
TPSD's operating budget request. Recently that ratio has ranged
bq:wqfn 92Z (a bad year) and 98Z (a very good year). While the

‘' range seems small, each percentage point represents mcre than
$1,000,000, i.e., about 70 teacher positions—-enough to staff a
large high school, or several elementary schools.

The mayor and the board of aldermen, along with the city's
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comptroller, have their own political constituencies, agendas, and
aspirations. During the period of our study there was frequent
bickering on financial matters such as the accuracy of revenue
projections, the priorities to be assigned to various enterprises
of city govermment, the adequacy of budgeting practices, the
proper description of year-end balancas ("surpluses" v. "debt-
retirement funds"), and, most particularly, the level at which

the local property tax should be set. The latter, of course, is
the bottom line. Aftor all the budget requests are totaled up,
and after projected state and federal revenues are deducted, the
remaining revenue needs have to be provided through the property
tax set by city officials. Thus the ocutcome of the budget process
affects not merely the scheols and other departments; it also
affects every taxpayer and voter.

The budget preparation process is greatly complexified by
events which lie beyond the control of school and city officials.
Some are in the "accident" categorr--a severe winter which boosts
heating costs, a broken water main which severely damages a school.
Others reflect dcvelopmcntg in the national economy: inflation-
fueled cost increases, unexpected windfalls from investments at
high interest rates, declines in sales tax revenues resulting from
unemployment. But the most significant and aggravating uncertainties
are those which result from the actions of officials in the state
capital and in Washingtom. ‘e legislature and the governor,
caught up in their own pol. © 1 milieus, delay their appropriations
actions until the last min. thus requiring municipal officials
to conduct their budget rev: .ws without sure knowledge about the
level of state aid which can be anticipated. In a city such as
Thornton, where more than hal”. of the schools' Tevenues are derived
from stace aid, even a minor adjustment in state appropriations
can huve substantial benefits or costs in terms of school jobs and
educational programs. During the period aof our obgervations
Thornton's mayor, comptroller, and aldermen made different estimates
about tha level of the for chcoming state appropriation; eventually
a8 budget was adopted on a "best guess" (and hopeful) basis. That
accion was followed by a quick trip to the state capital to
plead for the necessziy special aid approj riation. In the end an
additional appropriation was made—large enough to £1ll most of the
revenue expenditure gap, but not all of it. We were upable to
2scertiin the extant to which the gap’ represented the hopes and
dreams of local officials, and the extent to which i¢ represented
absolute necessities. (Similarly we were unable to establish
whether highly publicized "cuts! in the TPSD budget represented
positions which were newly-created positions which had been budgeted
but not filled, and those which previously existed &nd whose
elimination represented sn actual reduction in services.)

Additional outside developments which affect local. budgeting

are almost endless. Congress or the state legislature can enact a
nev program mandate but fail to provide sufficient funds, thus
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requiring allocation of local resources. Congressional or
Presidential enthusiasm for budget-cutting can affect revenue
projections as well as realized revenue. Then there are judicial
bodies. During our study an arbi:ration award resulting from a
labor-management dispute resulted in a charge against the school
district budget. Parents were in court seeking additional services
{n the special education area. The desegregation orders from
Judge Greer had potentially large financial ramifications.

The budgeting process which we have been describing does not
end wira the city govcrumnn:'s adoption of 3 school appropriation.
Two further developments OcCCur. First, inasmuch as the city can
only appropriate 2 "{ump sum" for school operations (i.e., it
cannot cut ipdividual lines in the TPSD's proposed wudget) the
school district, following receipt of its budgetary amount, must
rebudget that amount, making whatever adjustments it deenms
necessary in view of the gap between the requested amount and the
apptopriatnd amount. The decision to absorb cuts in teaching
staff positious, non-professional positions, pay increases,
renovations, staff development, or other areas is the board's
prerogative and duty, not the city's. Thus once the size of the
fiscal ple gets fixed, it is resliced by school officials and
the board of education. A second development may or may not occur.
"Supplemental appropriation:" sometimes are made by city officials—
sometimes as a result of unanticipated general revenues (partic-
ularly if earmarked for the schools), sometimes as a resul: of
emergencies, OT sometimes to make up for costs imposed by the city
{rself (e.g., & N&¥ employee contract which forces unanticipated
costs on the board of education). The possibility of supylementals
virtually invites the board to assume the supplicant's posture.
Umnet costs and needs are cited whenever the propsact of a
suppledental appropriation presents itself.

The uncertainties and the delayed decision timetables which
are present in the Thormton School District's fiscal enviromnment
create a genuine dilemna. On the one hand, if the district is to
seek rationality and efficiency in the enp loynent of staff, the
purchase of supplies and equipament, the renovation of facilities,
and the negotiation of contracts, 1t must act long bafore the
operating budget has been set. But such action invites a charge
of fiscal 1:rnsponsibili:y~—particu1arly if the action is based
on optimistic assumptions ibout the levels of local, state, oT
faderal aid. On the other hand, if the district waits until its
budget is assured, it risks the charge of ineptitude and mismanage-
ment, for hasty or belzted decisions about employment, purchasing,
transportatioa Toutes, renovations, and the like are certain to
lead to confusion and criticism when school opens in the fall., In
their plamning for depegregation school officials both capitalized
upon, and suffered from, this dilemma.
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The Capital Budget

The capital budget, which provides for items suck as new school
buildings and majcr renovations, 1is incorporated within the city
govermuent's overall capital budget. Thus schoolhouse needs must
compete with needs for streets, firashouses, bridges, and civic
office buildings. In the 1960s, when schoolhouse needs were
specifically _dentified in terms of their utility for reducing
racial segregation, city officials decided that those needs fell
below the capital spending levels which the city could afford—a
decision which later supported the finding of liability against
ciry officials. But by the late 1970s it was not possible to
reverse the process and demand new capital facilities——partly
because falling school enrollment had produced a surplus of class-
rooms, and partly because the city's finantial condition restricted
its access to bond markets. Thus desegregation planning could not
be predicated upon the constrmction of nevw schools. Nor could
major removatinns be undertaken on any systematic basis, unless
the funds wev:; scmehow derived fram the district's regular operating
budget, or £ ‘necial grants.

Another juence of the -eparate capital accounts is that
the TPSD does own ivs build.ngs. If a builcing is closed, it
raverts back to .he city, and the school district cannot rualize
any revenues from the sale or lease of the property. And the zity,
already a iarge landlord, is not eager to receive vacated buildings,
for it does mot have the manpower to manage them. Indeed, during
our field work several recently-vacated schools were vandalized and
stripped by thieves, at considerable cost to the city. In terms of
capital then, there is no great incentive to close gchool buildings.
And of course there is no incentive on political grournds either.
HBowever desegregation, 23 We shall see, provides both a financial
and a political motive for proceeding with school closings.

The Grants Budget

Special grants—mostly federal—such as those under the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) or the Emergency School
Assistance Act (ESAA) are handled outside the regular budgeting and
accounting processes of the TPSD. There is a special grants office
which is basically unrelated to the budget office; its personnel

are highly skilled in locating and mobilizing federal grant funds.
Applications are submitted according o schedules set out by the i
fundirg agenciss rather than in terms of the school board's budget
cycle; board review of the proposals appears to be perfunctory at
best. The board, its budget officer, and city officials have lictle
input into the federal funds mobilization prucess. As we shall see
hovever, special grants vere 4 key ingredient of desegregation
finance in Thorntom. '
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Budgeting for Desegregation

Our initial interviewee in Thornton was the district's budget
director, who explained that there was no "desegregation budget."
He doubted :that we could profitably study the district, given our
professed interest in the financial aspects of urban school
desegregation. However our preliminary off-site investigations of
Thornton had indicated that desegregation costs had been the
subject of intense judicial scrutiny, and that board of education

employees fraquently reported multi-m.llion dollar "desegregation

costs." Evidently somebody was keeping tabs on costs.

The ressons for the apparent anomaly subsequently came into
focus. First, the budget director, as the discrict's principal
financial officer, was bound by statute and rule regarding the way
in which expenditures and revenues ‘iere displayed; the statutes
and rules applying to Thornton made no prgovision for separate
identification of desegregation-related items. Second, the "some-
body" who prepared desegregation cost figures turned out to be

- the desegregation planning team, along with the board's legal

advisor, i.e., people whose positions lay completely outside the
regular budget channels. Third, desegregation finances were attuned
to schedules set by the court aand by federal funding agencies,

not the budgeting schedule set by the districc's regular procedures.
Fourth, and of greatest cignificance we think, whereas the court

and federal desegregation assistance officiale wanfed to know

the costs of desegregation, locally alected officials did not.

Clesr identification o¥ desegregation costs could have precipitated
disputes at tudget review time. These could trap public officials
betveen electoral groups opposed tc desegregation, on one hand,

and the court on the other. (The court, it will be recalled,
already had found city officials guilty in the dedegregation case,
and hence they were in no position to oppose funding for desegre-
gation.) Thus it made no political sense to tag desegregation
expenses in the regulsr budpgeting process.

Although ve have no direct evidencs of it, we think it likely
that similar considerations may lie behind state-level decisions
not to disaggregate transportation costs into specific categories,
e.g., special education, vocationcl education, desegregation. If
costs for desegregation busing wera separataly displayed the
state, through its transportation reimbursement program, would be
in the position of "paying for busing.” Thus bookkeeping problems
and political problems both are avoided by lumping all transportation
costs together. On tho other hand, if busing costs are not knowa °
or knowable, they cannot readily serve as constraints in the
desegregation planning process.
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Desegregation

School desegregation emerged as a serious issue in Thoraton
in the 1960s. Substantial in-migration of black families occurred
in the middle third of the century. Most of the newcomers settled

in the oldest portion of the city--a fact which the Federal District

Court later declared to have resulted, in part, from discriminatory
actions by housing officials. Black in-migration coincided with

a white exodus to the suburbs. By the early 1970s the school
population was over 402 black.

In the 1960s, advocates of integration proposed a number of
plans for alleviating racial isolation, e.g., a series of large
middle schools to be built at sites where integration could be
achieved naturally, a rezoning plan which would have fostered
desegregation, a program of voluntary transfers from inner city
schools to peripheral schcols, and a shuffling of the grade-level
structure. But opposition and inaction by the school board and
the city govermment nullified these plans, and minority racial
isolation steadily incressed. The state's commissioner of educa-
tion ordered action to reduce racial isolation in Thormton's
schools, but failed to achieve compliance with the orders.

' A group of plaintiffs finally brought suit in federal court.
The plaintiffs asserted that school officials, city officials,
and state officials had discriminated against and failed to secure
the rights of black students attending the Thornton <chools.
Specific violations v ire said to have occurred in school officials’
manipulations of school attendance boundaries, transfer policies
and practices, usa of optional attendarce areas, selective use of
the neighborhood school concept, and %‘naction in the face of
demonstrably segregative actions. City officials, it was charged,
had obstructed a school construction program which would have
alleviated racial isolation., Housing officials also were alleged
to be culpable. And state officials had gcted feebly in the face
of complaints about vacial segregation in the Thomton schools.

After a prolonged trial, Federal District Court Judge Green
found for the plaintiffs. The court acknowledged the presence of
s>me integration efforts—particularly the Voluntary Integrated
Ecucation Program (VIEP) {in which more thun 2,000 ioner city
youngsters voluntarily transferred to outlying predozinantly-
vhite schools=——but concluded that such efforts were more than
balanced by sctions which contributed to racial isolation in the
schools. In his liability finding, Judge Green set forth a
mmber of specific violations which-he had found. He particularly
focused on two high schools, several junior high schools, and a
munber of elemantary schools. Citing Keyes, Judze Uieen held that
"a substantial and meaningful portion of the school district has
been intentionally segregatad'’; therefcre it was not necessary
for the plaintiffs to shuw particular violations in every segre-

gated school.
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In his liabilicey finding, Judge Green separated issues of
liabilicy and remedy. The latter, he said, were not yet before
the court. They wculd be treated subsequently. With the court's
finding of lisbilicy however, the question of remedy became
paramount. The court provided little guidance other than to note
that "the court is not, and does not want to be, & school
administrator”; the task of devising a remedy lay with the
defendants and would be agsumed by the court only in the event
that the defendants defaulted. Nothing was said about the nature
of the remedial obligations which the liability finding placed
upon city or state officials. The court alsn vas silent with
respect to two crucial remedial questions: (1) must a plan
eliminate, within the limits of practicality, all of the school
system's racially-identifiable schools? and (2) what black-white
ratio coustituted "desegregation"? On these points the plain-
tiffs and defendants profoundly disagread, and their disagreement
directly affected their approach to remedial ¢ esticus. The
coustitutional mendate was unclear; indeed at nat time the
Columbus and Daytun cases were headed toward the Supreme Court.
But the Supreme Court would not dispose of the questions until
long after Thornton began the desegregation process. :

- - —n -
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II. PHASE A

The district court's liability finding was announced late in
the 1975-76 school year.  The school board was not entirely
unprepared for it, for a lawyer who was a member of the board had
anticipated the ruling. The buard's response was outwardly cala.
The board would abide by the law, even though the ruling might be
appealed. At the staff level too, there was some coachinz. The
director of a desegregation assistance center met with key staff
members, helping them to understand the megnitude and types cf
problems that would accompany desegregation planning.

A R LTI

Judge Green agied -that remedial plans be submitted just a few
veeks after amnouncing his liability finding. Both the plaintiffs
aud the defendants submitted proposals to the court. The plainciffs’
Plan, drawn up by an ocut-of-state consultant, had & singie goal: .
prompt achievement of systemwide racizl balsnce. The Plan used -
zouning and clustering and pairing techniques which would have
desegregated all the schools in Thornton. The defendants' proposal,
concededly incomylete, was grandly labeled "The Thormton Plan."
(The plaintiffs dubbed it a "School Closing Plan" and promptly
asked tha court to forbid implementatiou.) The defendants proposed
tr close ten gchools and reassign their students. In addition four
schools were to be designated as citywide "magnet" schools.

Judge Green noted the differing orilentations of the plaintiffs’
sud the defendants' plans. Following hearings he said:
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To summarize briefly the plaas submitted to the Court,
the defendants' plan falls short of a true integration
effort and the plainciffs’ plan, while setting forth
a comprehensive and theoretically ideal arithmetic
solution for the complete integratior. of almost all of
the [Thormton] schools, fails to rake into account some
important practical congiderations. One local
commentator has aptly described the integration of the
(TPSD) as follows: "First, no school integrationm plan
is going to work unless it has the long range support of
the community. It bas to be something all of the

) citizens of the city, black and white, can live with in
harmony in the years ahead. 7Two, the ruling should
stay well within the case law established by the
United States Supreme Court."” There cannot be disagree-
ment with this concept. The Court accepts it and
recommcauds it to all concerned. It must be stressed
however, iLar both points made by the commentator are
important. The difficulty thus far in this case is that
the defendants for the most part have kept their eye on
point one and disregarded point two, and the plaintiffs
for the most part have considered point two and ignored
point one (transcript, oral proceedings).

Our own inquiries and observations siggest that the limited

nature of the board's proposals reflected more than a desire for

~ "harmony.” At least thres other considerations—legal, technical,
and financial-—-appear to have beer operating. On the legsl front,
Judge Green's liability finding was being appealed, and the
possibility of success suggested that there be delay in prcceeding
toward major school change. Moreover even if the appeal was lost
it was not absolutely certain that a remedial plan required system-
wide racial balance; in 1976 there was hope that Supreme Court
doctrine——not altogether clear at that time—might swing toward
limited remedies. Thus, limited remedial action seemed warranted.

, The second explanation ewphasized the school district’'s limited
canacity to e.gage in comprehensive desegregacion planning. Part
of the problem, of course, vas that the discrict's top officials
did not vant to engage in such planning, given the legal consider-
ations noted sbove. In addition howaver, it appears that the
necessary time, staff, and information simply wre not svailable.
The time interval between the announcement of the 1iability finding
and the opening of school in September was too short to permit
development of a plan for a school fystem involving more than 100
schools and more than %0,000 students. Judge Green took note of
the complexities and the need for planning tima. In considering
what to ozder in Phase A, he said

| I believe sincerely that if we are to do anyching 1ia
i the educationsl field, we ought to do it just as well
and carefully as possible...We were under a difficul:
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and short time span. [If] any of you householders
have moved from opna apartment or one household to
another, then you know the difficulties that are
attendant upon that. I think you can appreciate the
difficulties that any school department would have in
moving a8 number of students and teachers and all
their paraphernalia from one school to another
(transcripe, oral proceedings).

Beyond the logistics problems there were technical problems. A
principal one was that the school did not have the necessary
information base for comprehensive planning. 1In particular, it
lacked a pupil locator system which would give planners the oppor-
tunity to try out various combinations of enrollment techniques,
and to congider their impact on desegregation, travel distance,
and schyol building capacity. The district's pupil record system
simply indicated where students attended school; there was no data
base describing where they lived. (In ordering implementation of
the Phase A plan, Judge Green directed that a.?upil locator system
be devised.)

A third explanation for the characteristics of the board's
Phase A plan emphasizes financial constraints. Shortly after the
court's finding of liability against the school board and the city,
the latter decided o become more fiscally responsible—u task
accomplished, in part, by wmaking a huge slash in the school
board's previously-submitted budget request. Thus the school system
vas faced simultaneously with the Problems of desegregation planning
and program reduction. As the court was reviewing proposed
desegregation plans, school officials were threatening cuts in
kindergarcen pPTOograms, transportation services, pupil personnel
services, summer school and adult education programs, maintenance,
library services, science and art teachers, capital spending, and
extracurricular programs. In this context cost-cutting measures
such as school closings made good financial sense. Desegregation
provided a pretext for doing the inevitable.

School CIOOings

When desegregation litigation began in Thormton in the early
1970s the school district operated more than 100 schoolhouses. Many
of them were obsolete and ungound Structures. This was particularly
true in the older portions of the city, where the black student
population was concentrated. Throughout the city, but particularly
in the blighted core, dwindling schdol enrollments had produced
thousands of empty seats. As these seats increased in number, per
student Operating costs rose rapidly, for underutilized classroous
still had to be staffed, and underutilized buildings still had to
be administered, heated, cleaned, and maintained. Tha obvious
solution to these problems was to close schools.
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\ . Desagregation litigation had delayed effective action. After

all, school officials were in court avdently defending the neigh-

thood school concept. Preservation of the neighborhood schools
lent credibility to their testimony. Furthermore, if the school

'stem were to close its oldest and most underutilized achool-
houses, th:y would be closing schools which served predominantly
bl*ck student populations. Such a course was hardly appropriate
in: a setting vhere it was necessary to assert that black and
whgtc school patrone vere being treated equitably.

The llability finding-—particularly in the context of the
financial crisis--changed all that. Suddenly it made sense to
close schools--particularly if it could be shown that such
closings would promote (or at lcast not adversely affect)
racial integration in the remaining schools. Thus the schools
proposed for closing were, for the most part, old and/or under-
utilized buildings. For example a high school proposed for closing
(all-black) had been scheduled for closing anyway; its continued
operation was due to the city's failure to appropriate funds
for a replacement high school. Now, with the closing, a replace-
ment would not be needed at all. Thus the closing averted
the need for a major capital expenditure, and simultaneously
reduced operating and maintenance costs.

There is no evidence that the court was preseated with any
substantiation of claims that closings made financial sense.
Apparently that seemed self-evident. Indeed, in his order permit-
ting closing of the schools, Judge Green noted that not all of the
closings fostered desegregation, but that in the face of needs
for cutting costs the closiags should proceed anyway. In the
future however, he said, the practical effects of financial
constraints would have to be more clearly demonstrated to the
court.

Interestingly-—particularly in view of events in Phases 3
and C——the defendants do not appear to have paid much attention
to the possibility that their Phase A proposal included certain
costs. In the case of the closed schools, these pertained
primarily to the cost of transporting students from the closed
schools. However the magnet schools vere another matter.

Magnet Schools

Four citywide magnet schools were proposed by the boarc. Ome
was to be an Open School, located in a brand new facility which
had been built in.an area abandoned by whites. An Academic
Challenge magnet was to be located in one of the closed elemenrary
schools adjacent to & college campus. One of the city's two all-
black high schools was to be converced to a Career Fducation
School. Students formerly attending the high school were to be
distributed-~some to go to a distant nevly-designated high school
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which until then had served as a junior high school. Another
Junior high school (all-black) also was to be convarted to a
citywide magnet junior high.

From the available record it appears that the cost impli-
cations of the board's proposed plan were not carefully projected. i
High transportation costs would be incurred in connection with
the students electing to attend the new magnet schools, but these
costs were treated casually. Moreuver the magnet schools would
be high-cost operations ‘because of their relatively low student-
teacher ratios and the need for specizl equipment and supplies.
Renovation expenses also would be incurred. The defendants chose
to igrore these financial matters when the magnets weru proposed.

At first ve anticipated that we would find that the avail- !
ability of federal funds prompted Thornton afficials' interest
in magnet schools, for Congress recently had authorized funds for
magnet schools. But we were wrong. The impetus evidently came
from another quarter. Some of Thornton’s newest and finest
schoolhouses (including one scheduled to open in the fall of 1976)
were located ia black neighborhoods--a consequence of the city's
past disinclination to bufld schools at sites where desegregation
would be promoted. It made no sense to close these schools.
Furzhermore they could not be ignored, {or some were clear
vestiges of past discrimination. Y 't there was a desire to avoid
forced reassignment of white students to such sites. The magnet
option presented itself as a potential solution to the problem.
The new schools could be closed as neighborhood schools and then
"magnetized."” By introducing outstanding programs into these
schools, and by recruitin- and providing transportation for student
volunteers, it was hoped that integratiom could be achieved.
If 1t could be, it would serve the further purpose of permitting
school officials to point toward white busing (to the magnet schools)
as a partial reply to charges that the burden of busing fell
primarily on black students whose schools were being closed.

'éggrcval and Implementation

Judge Green's assessment of the plaintiffs' proposal was
negative. He said that the plan failed to comprehend the
"complexities and peculisrities” of Thornton’s schools. The plan
was based only on "paper. knowledge" of school enrcllments and
capacities. It failed to take into account staff and parent
and community views, and it neglected information about such
matters as che availability of lunchrooms, gymnasiums, and other
special facilitier. Thus, while tne plaintiffs’ plan demonstrated
that desegregation was possible, the plan was rejected because of
its "skimy"” information tase (tramscript of proceedings).

The defendants’ plan, on the other hand, did not accomplish
much desegregation. But the summer was half gone, and the proposed




closings at least made financial semse. Judge Green therefore :
did what he would do on many subsequent occasions: he authorized .
the defedants to proceed with most of the elements of their ;
proposed plan. The proposed closings were approved. Two of the
magnet programs also were approved—including one in a brand-
new school. But the other two were disapproved, inasmuch as they
displaced black students without demonstrable desegregative
effects. The court ordered that a "Phase B" pldn be presented to
the court after the school year commenced; Phase B was to be
implementsd the following year.

The court-approved portions of the Phagse A plan were imple~
mented without major difficulty. Schools were closed as
scheduled. The closings necessitated a considerable increase in
transportation costs (which would no: be reimbursed ty the state
until the follewing year); however these costs were covered by
a supplemental appropriation from the city. A problem did
develop with the magnet schools: enrollments by whites ~ere less
than expected. School officials asserted that this problem would
be alleviated with bettez recruitment techniques. ESAA funds
amounting to $1.5 million were received; these funds were used to
provide supplemental services (e.g., teacher aides) in schools
which were desegregated.

The most memorable portion of the year, officZals now vrecall,
was a nasty and prolonged teacher strike. The strike, occasioned
in part by the cuts in the school district's budget, had the ironic
effect of disguising a built-in budget deficit inasmuch as
(a) teachers were not paid for the days they did not work, and
(b) fines were collected from the striking teachers. These
conditions would not recur in Phase B.

. -

Another lasting impression was created by events outside
Thornton. As Phase A was implemented in Thornton, desegregation
in other major cities was accompanied by extensive violence and
resistance by whites who were objecting to forced reassigmment of
white children. Thornton officials, already predisposed to avoid .
forcad reassigments of white students in Thornton, were strangth- q
ened in their resolve. Phase B would have to stress voluntarism, .-
at least for whites. ' . i —

III. PHASE B

Following his approval of the Phase A plan, Judge Green

directad school officials to prepare a Phase B plan for implamentacion
in 1977-78. The proposed plan was to be submitted in December.

Zach School, said the court, vas to reflect "as far »s nossible”

the racial balance of the system as a whole. Ary exceptions due

to "practicalities” would have to be based on sarisfactory proof

to the court, not mere opinion. That 4s. the burdan was on the )
defendants to prove the necessir~ I preserving any ractally ;
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identifiable schools. Nonetheless the board was to have flexi-
bility. The use of magnet schools was specifically encouraged by
the judge. Open enrollment policies could be continued to the
extent that they fostered lntegration. The transpurtation

. burden was to be equitabla, although the court acknowledged that

"many of the older Schools are located in minority school areas
and considerations of . economy may dictate that these are the most
likely schools to be closed."” Staff intagration was to be
accomplished, community input was to be solicited, z pupil

locator system was to be devised, and an implementation schedule
was to be prepared. The city and state co—defendants were directed
to assist school district planners. Ending his oxrder, Judge Green
invoked Ulysses’ exhortation: "fome my frieands, 'tis not too

lace to seek a r2w world." (transcripe of district court proceedings)
The court's directions served, of course, as a first point of
orientation for the Phase B planning process.

A second factor influencing the planning procuss was the
planning team which was assembled to devise a response to the
court's order. Heading the team was Arthur Romero, a veteran admin-
istrator and the TPSD's director of instructional services.
Romerc's character ind style and interests were to have a profcund
effect upon the desegregation plan. Romero had an extraordinary
capacity for rataining detailed information about the school
system and its personnel; probably he is the only person in
Thornton who completely understands the desegregation plan.
Significantly, Romero saw desegregation as an opportunity to work
toward renewal of the instructional program in Tnoranton. To
him that goal was inseparable from the goal of eliminating racial
isolation. To sesk racial balance alone was to be "arithmetic"
and "conservative" and ultimatelr counterproductive; desegregation
could only be accomplished by stemming the long-established out-
flow of white studects and by re-attracting white families whose
students were enrolled in the "competing” systems of Thormton's
suburbs and its private and parochial schools. A simple student
reassigmment system would not accomplish this; indeed it would make
things worse. The only way to go, for Romero, was through a school
improvenent approach.

School improvement required ideag, change, and da-standard-
ization of the school system. Ideas were solicited through a
national network of contacts (access to which was greatly
facilitated by one of the nation's regional gemeral assistance
centers), through such seemingly mundane activities as reading the
%ellow Pages ("to see vhat our competitors in the private sector
ars doing”), and through Romero's own reading and thinking. To
{llustrate the point: .as we-interviewed him one day, in the widst
of several crises and interruptions, he enthusiastically
digressed into a description of a new development in instructional
technology which, he believed, could be used to raise standards
i{n Thorntoa's schools by perraitting Thorntcn's 3chool staff to
messure their performance asgainst thut of outlying schrols by




engaging in electronically-based friendly competitions. The
notion had little dizect relevance to the counstitutional mandate
underlying Judge Green's orders. But Romero saw the idaa as
having potential for kids, and to him desegregation provided an
opyortunity for realizing such potential. Change could be
obtained through staff davelopment activities, provided sufficient
funds could be obtained. And de-standardization simply required
discarding the notion that every school must offer the same
program—a notior fostered by the old neighborbood school
strategy. Evidently Romero viewed desagregation as an opportunity
to escaps from the standardization which had characterized schools
in Thornton for decades. Romerc's strategy for desegregation
centered on the creation of some excellent schools in Thormtot.

Assis ting Romero wera four administrators on temporary assign-
sent. On their shoulders €ell the task of coping with another
determinant of the planning process. They had to find and manip-
ulate the facts and figures wh'ch would show the ramifications of
various drsegregation strategies. Information is the nucs-and-
bolts of desegregaticm plamning. At first glance it seems that
the necessary information should not be hard to obtain. F~r
example it is necessary to know each student's address, g..de-level,
and race. Simple. Eowever in Thornton 7,000-10,000 students
changed their adaress each year. Prior to desegregation there
was 0o need for a centralized and ccmputerized pupil locator System
which kept tiuck of children. Each student's file simply followed
~he student from school to school. Information on students was
needed only at the building level, and that is where it was. But
desegregaticn pl ners need such information. They need it in a
form that disaggregates the city down to the block level, if
possible, and certainly down to the elementary school attendance
area level. The information needs to be current as to grade-level
and race of the students. Such information simply did not exist
in Thornton in & manner which fostered ready use by the planning
tesm. Other crucial information also was hard to come by, e.g.,
school building capacity figures, condition of school buildings,
accessibility of buildings to traffic arteries, adaptability of
facilities to new naeds, operating costs for utilities, neighbor-
hood population trends. The plaintiffs in the case regularly
charged the school defendants with wighholding this crucial infor-
mation: our own view is that the informatior scarcely existed,
and virtually never existed in the form the plaintiffs wanted ic.
Some of it existed in the planners' heads——which gave them a great
advantage in adversarial proceedings where the judge already had
shown that he thought that the plainciffs’ proposals were
insufficiently grounded in information. (We surmise that the
defendants' tardiness in developing a pupil locator system, “aespite
regular danands for it from Judge Green, muy hava been =.civated
in part by the disadvantages vhich the plaintiffs c.a:ied in the
absenie of such a system. Indeed, in later stasess of . the litigation,
as information became more generally available, the plaintiffs’'
attacks on school proposals and proceduTas became increasingly
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based on hard information.) A final bit of information wiich the
planners lacked was information about the costs of various
slternatives. At best they had formulas: average busiug costs,
average teachar salaries, average operating -costs as related to
building size. But they simply did not hzve enough information to
estimate the costs of a particular bullding renovation, the costs
of a particular transportacion scheme, or the short-term and
long-tarm savings vhich might result from building closings.

Thus estimates of the financial ramifications of a desegregation
{dea necessarily were crude and subject to error.

As it happened howaver the political cilieu—another crucial
determinant of ths plamning jrocess——was such that costs were not
an impcrtant component of the desegregation planning tean's
gtrategizing. One source put the matter very succinctly: "no cost -
is too high if it avoids forced busing.” Such busing, the pross
said, vas "snathema" in Thornton. The reference, by and large,
was to forced busing of white stv_zats. Black students whose
schocls were cloged often were reassigned to schocls at considerable
distance from their homes; that rarely happened to white students.
The deference to whites reflucted a simple political reality: a
large majority of Thornton's voters, a ‘large majority of the
school board, a large majority of the city's elacted officials,
and a large majority of the TPSD's managers were vhite. True, there
were some prominent and very capable black board members, aldermen,
and school officials. But to our knowledge none of them step)ed
forth to challenge the proposition that Thorntou's Jdesegregation
plan must, at all costs, avoid involuntary reassignment and forced
busing of white students. Voluntarism became the plamning team's
watchword in designing the Phase B plan.

The two key comporents of the Paase B plan strassed voluntarism.
One, called the Voluntary Integrated Education Program (VIEP;
actuallr had been started years earlier in a modest effort to
precme . vegregation. In VIEP students from predominantly-black
school . the city's core were encouraged to transfer to
predominantly-white schools near the city's periphery. Transpor-
tation was provided for volunteers. Under the impetus of
Judge Green's order the planners proposed to axpand' VIEP by
intensifying recruiment efforts and by assigning black volunteers
in such a way as to desegregate the city's all-white elementary
schools. The Phase A schooi closings already had expanded the pool
of potential volunteers. Students from the closed all-black
schools would have to be bused somevhere; thus they were 8ood
prospects for pacticipation in VIEP. What the planners neglected to
note (but the plaintiffs did not) was that VIEP set up an insidious
process: as black children from the inner city participated in
VIEP their "sending” schools suffered from dwindling enrollment,
thus making tliem more Vulnerable to closings, whereas the white
"recaiving” scho~ls to which VIEP students were assigned had their
classrooms filled and thus v 3 partially protected from the
prospect of school closings. In additionm, of course, VIEP
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smounted to a one-way busing program-—anathema to plaintiffs in
desegregation cases.

The second voluntary technique, already successfully imple~
mented in & small wvay in Phase A, vas magnet schools. The magnets
wera to be located primarily in formerly-bl: ck schools, and were
to have such first-rate programs that they would attract volunteers
from vhite neighborhoods and students who were enrolled in non—
public schools. Proposals for 12 new magnet schools wers
included in the Phase B plan.

Other ingredients of the plan, as presented to the court,
vere the following:

—Pairing of two schools

—Conversion of an all-black high school to a Career
Education Center

—Staff development and inservice training programs
——Creation of a pupil locator system

——Conversion of & black junior high school to a high school
==Improved and expanded transportation services

Conspicuously absent from the plan-—particularly in the eyes
of the plaintiffs——was s strategy for dealing with about 15 racially~
isolated elementary schools which served half of Thornton's
minority elementary pupils. Further aggravating the plaintiffs
was the fact that many of the proposed magnet schools had the
effect of displacing black students, who sometimes were reassigned
to other dlack schools. While location of the magnet schools in
minority neighborhoods might bring white volunteers into those
neighborhoods, blacks were being involuntarily displaced. Such
considerations led the plairtiffs to introduce their owp alternative
plan.

The plaintiffs' plan Oegan with an extended critique of the
plan devised by Romero for the defendints. The defendants’' plan
vas said to be based on promises, not guarantdes. For example,
there vare no gusrantses that the magnets would be integrated, or
that VIEP would succaed in eliminating the racially-identifiable
vhite «leaentary schools. Thus the plan failed to mee: a Surr==.
Court stipiilation: a plan aust work. Moraover the hoard's plan
vas inequitadble. Many of the black schools uhicn were closed or
convertad to magnet uses easily could be desegregated through
rezouing and pairing techniques. The plaintiffs’ plan then went
on to prasent a detailed <#=3cription of how these techniques could
be used to attais systemwide desegregation. The plan incorporated
several of thr magnet schools proposed by Rome:0, supplemented with
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stipulations concerning racial balance in enrollment. Additional
components proposed by the plaintiffs included a monitoring
comniss! '3 and a network of day care centers.

Financial Underpinnings of the Proposed Plans

Both rhe plaintiffs' plan and the defendants' plan gave short
shrift to finaucial matters. Neither appears to have been sub-
stantially constrained by such matters. Nonetheless it is useful
t" reviev such financial considerations as do appear.

The narrative porzion of the school board's Phase B proposal
does not even mention the financial difficulties which the Thormton
District then was experiencing, nor does it give any attention to
the costs of the plan. However in an appendix there is a chart
which indicates tuat the cost consequences of the board's proposals
had bLeen at laant roughly projected. For each of the buildings
affected by the plan there was a list of figures showing costs
estimated for removation and comstruction, transportationm,
additional faculty, and materials and supplies. Very little
detajl was provided. For example the Montessori magnet school
costs were projected as follows:

Building costs, $100,000 (carpets, risers, cabinets,
plumbing)

Transportation, $46,500 (175 pupil at $266)

Faculty, $185,000 (7 teachers, 7 aides, i TT)

Materials, supplies, equipment, books, $50,000

Total, $382,150

No further information was provided. In some cases the .cost
estimites appear to be no more than ball-park guesses, as iu the
casa of a kigh school that was to be relocated at a cost of
"$6,000,000." Altogether, the appendix indicated, the Phase B plan
would cost $23,000,000—$18,000,000 in building costs, $1,100,000
for transportation, $1,700,000 for new faculty and staff positions
in achools, and $305,000 for materials and supplies, $500,000 for
staff training and curriculum development, $600,000 for additional
security, and $170,000 for a central ¢ffice integration staff.

It is worth noting that of the $18,000,000 cost projected for
coustruction end renovation, $16,000,000 was for just three
schools: a new elementary school to replace an old one, and
conversions of two secondary schools to slternate educational uses.
Without these three facilities--all of which later were disapproved
by the court—che cost of the Phase B plan drops to less than
$7,000,000. Apparently then, desegregation was seen as a precext
for accomplishing some much-needed improvements in Thornton's school
facilicies Vhareas the Phase A propogals had acromplished these
improvements by weeding out several old and underutilized buildings,
th» Phase B strategy was to allocate funds for facility improvements.
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Also aoticecable wss the format of the cost estimates. Little
effort was made to disaggregate one-time costs and continuing costs,
nor to estimate the construction period for the three large-scale
projects. Thus it was not possible to establish, from the figures
presented, any sense of the annual costs of implementing the
Phase B plan. The primjitive format for displaying costs probably
reflected the near-total absence of budget-making skills among the
desegregation planners——plus their low level of interest in such
matters.

There was one exception to the vagueness which characterized
cost estimates for proposals included in the board's Phase B plan.
The proposal for creation of a pupil locator, which was developed
in great detail, included very precise cost estimates totalling
$97,000 in the first year and less thereafter. Significantly,
this portion of the proposal was not prepared by the desegregacion
planning team. It was prepared by the budget office. Significant
too is the fact that the $97,000 for the pupil locator sSystem was
not even included in the total estimate of costs—an omission due
to the fact that the proposal was very much a "stuck together" effort
of many offices, submitted to the court without any overall
integrative reaview.

One further cost estimate appears in the defendants' plan.
An appendix includes an unsubstantiated estimate that the costs
of transportation under the plaintiffs’ proposed plan (which was not
even before the court) would be $4.4 miliion-—or four times higher
than the transportation costs projected by the board's plan. The
figure appears (to us) to be excessively high, and it fails to
take note of the fact that the plaintiffs' plan desegregated the
school system completely, whereas the defendants' plan did not.

If the board planners’ treatment of costs for the Phase B
plan was sketchy, their treatment of revenues was even more so. An
appendix lists "anticipated extermal funding for 1977-78 school
year.” 0ddly, the total amounted to $23,000,000,. or very close
to the amount which thn board projected that its plan would cost.
But the external funds were categorical, and bore little relation-
ship to the interior costs of the plan. For example, nome of the
arternal funds were for comstruction or rencvation. All were for
special programs, e.g., bilingual eduéation, compensatory education
(ESEA Title 1), and vocational education. However the list did
include $5,000,000 in ESAA funds which were to be requested, and
two smaller grants for desegregation activities, smounting
v3 $140,000. There is no indication that these anticipated ESAA
TeVenuas are related systamatically to anticipated costs. Again
the overvhei~ing impression is that the budgeting rrocess was
exceedingly prixftive—don: by amateurs. Wherzas a budget normally
wvill attampt to demsnstrate a relationship Letween revanues and
cxpenditures, the figu-~s included in the Phase B plan made no
pretense of doing so, exc-n: in demoustrating.an ultimately
irrelevant equivalence betwe.: desegregation costs and outside
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Tevemes.

A second indicator of revenue planning is con”zained in a
cryptic memo from the superintendent to the school board. It reports
ou a conference held with the city's finance dirsctor, one day
before the plan vas submitted to the- court. The superintendent
had asked the city for $9,000,000 in cspital funds, presumably 2
for smsll-gcale renovations and for start-up costs on the three '
Proposed large-scale capital improvement programs. In addition
the superintendent had Tequested a supplemental appropriation
to cover the plan’s projected transportacion costs ($1,100,000).
Finglly, the superintendent had wvarned the city that further
requests wuld be forthcoming in the event that ESAA assistance
did not materialize. The memo concluded with a report that tha
city finance director had been less than encouraging: the cicy
vVas attempting to retire its accumulated operating deficit and
hence wvas not in a position to supplement its appropriation. More-
over the city's bond issue rating had been reduced 8o low that it
was not possible to obtain funds for capital improvemenrs, and
recent litigation had precluded the citr from raising tuxes to
Secure nev revenues. Baeyond that, skyrocketing fixed costs
(particularly increased social security contributions) were posing
& severe strain on the city's already dismal fisc.l position. Thus
it would not be possible for the city to assist the school board
in financing its Phase B plan.

In general then, it appears that che defendants' Phase B plan
was not seriously determined by fiscal considerations. The heart
of the plan--the magnet schools--are described in glowing detail,
but without cost figures. Where cost figures are displayed, they
are done so in a mamner which suggests that they simply were projected
after the plan wus set, rather than before hand when cost-
effectiveness criteria cculd have been applied. Revenue projections
wvere not directly tiad to cost projections,.and where data on
revenue possibilities were included, they gave scant reason to
believe that the revenues would be forthcoming. Despite all this, .
thé plan vas submitted to the court.

The plaintiffs' plan treated costs in an even more cavalier
fashion. Tha plaintiffs' plan, it will be recalled, was essentially
4 Teassigmment plan using pairing and’ rezoming techniques as well
48 magnet schools. There were no cost projections at all, although
the plan noted that the state would provide reimbursement for trans-
portation costs. The plaintiffs also proposed the introduction of
some early childhood centers, based on evidence that early inter-
vention vas pedagogically effective. The plaintiffs noted that
vhile such "programs have been expeusive, the overridine .onsider-
ation should not be money, but rather educational bemefit'-—a
posture on which the plaintiffs' plenners and the defendants' plan-
ners evidently concurred. The plaintiffs sugsested that the
defendants should be obliged to come forth with a realistic plan
for financing the desegragation costs. The plaintiffs thought
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that "$50,000,000 would seem an appropriate annual amount for

the state to provide"--e figure which one of the plaintiffs later
candidly admitted was simply "a good zound number." Beyond that,
the plaintiffs’ plan said nothing about cost or reverues.

The Court's Order

While che defendants and thé plainiiffs were preparing their
Phase B proposals, Judge Green vas reconsidering his own liability
finding in light of three subsequent Supreme Court decisions which

appeared to be relevant (Austin Independent School District v.
U.S., Washington v- Davis, and Arlington Heights v. Metropolitan

Housing Development Corporation). Judge Green concluded his
review in March, reiterated his initial conclusions, and ordered

prompt hearings on the Phase B proposals which it had received.

Those hearings dragged on into the summer as the relative merits of
the two plans were contested. PFinally after the strengths and weak-
nesse3 of the two Phase B plans had been extensively aired in coure,
Judie Green issued an order which essentlally approved the board's
proposals. Eight of the proposed magnet schools were approved,

with the added proviso that enrollment was to be racially controlled.
The conversion of ona of the :ity's black high schools (to a Carezr
Education Center)-—denied when proposed in Phase A but resubmittoed
by the board in Phase B--also was approved. Two of the most expsnsive
capital expenditure proposals—construction of a new elementary
school, and the transfer of one high school to another building which
was to be vacated--were denied. Other components, including VIEP,
staff development, and affirmative action also were approved. How-
ever, recognizing the plaintiffs' contention that the plan left

large nunbers of minority youngsters in racially isolated elementary
schools, Judge Green ordered that continued attention be given to
this problem. Evidently there would have to be a Phase C

(U.S. District Court, order).

As the summer progressed and the opening of the fall term
approached, Thornton school officials encountered two problems. One
was that recruitment of white students to some of the magnet schools
wvas lagging--to such an extent that there was doubt that the court
would permit their opening under the guise of a desegregation plan.
However, a last-minuts recruitment drive averted the issue, and
the schools opened as magnets as intended, albeit underenrclled in
some cases, and highly unbalanced (racially) in others. The second
problem wvas not so readily solved: the school district's projected
expenditures vers far higher than its projected revenues.

Implementation of Phase B: Budgetary Brinkmansrip

Tase Phase B plan, adopted at the end of Year I of Thornton's
desegregation effort, operated for three vezrs. The first year was
finar:ially chaotic. The school bos~., a1ting on the assumption
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that the desegregation proceedings might somehow be used to secure
nev revenues, adopted a deficid budget. (Deregregation was
regularly characterized as the "cause" of the deficit--even though
the plan had been designed by the board's own staff and approved
by the board itself.) No new funds were forthcoming however, and
for a time it appeared that the school system would have to shut
down early. -A bail-out was not arranged until the last minute.
Slightly chastened school officials, insisting that they had done
the right thing, in subsequent years vere saddled vith financial
overseers and a debt-repayment schedule. When Phase C was
launched, there would be no deficit budget.

The second year of Phase B also vas a year of financial crises.
At one poiant they precipitated a court order requiring city
officials to underwrite hoard expenses. But the court later
stayed its own order when city officials threatened to cut fire and
police services to meet the terms of the order. While all of
this was going on, the plaintiffs were continuing their quest for
a full-scale desegregation plan which would dismantle all of the
systen's all-minority schools. This request was met, at the end
of the year, by a court order to develop a systemwide remedy, i.e.,
Phase C. Plamning for Phase C occurred during the third year of
Phase B, a'year in which the financial problems of implementation
appearad to have been brought under :onmtrol.

The First Year befici:
= 2200 fear Deficit

Following submission of its Phase B plan to the court, Thornton
school officials prepared their budget request for the following year
(vhen, prasumably, Phasas B would be implemented). The rough budget"
estimates included with the Phase B proposal were incorporated in the
regular budget request-—except for the large capital expenditure
items. (The latter were handled in a separate budget, as part of
the city's overall capital spending budgat.) The budget request
vas set at $115 million--a whopping $20 million higher than the
currant year's appropriation. City offizials promptly slashed
$14 million from the board's requested budget. School officials
viewved the cuts as disascrous, not nerely because they would entail
another year of cuts in the district's normal operaticns, bus also
because ihey threatened the districe's capacity to carry out its
desegregation plan. That plan required expenditures for transpor-
tation, reucvationm, training, and new staffing. Failure of the
plan not only would have legal ramifications; it also might me:n
adoption of a mandatory busing plan, or even judicial interference
in school affairs.

Hormally, and by law, the Thornton School Board, following
_eity action appropri.ting an smount for operation of the school
systea, would adopt s budget of the same amount, making whataver cuts
were necessary. But this time the board voted to adopt a deficit
budget authoriziag $8 nilli%n more in expenditures than the amount
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approved by the city. The board defanced its action as necessary
for the welfare of Thornton's children and for compliance with

the Phase P desegregation plan which the court had approved.
Critics braaded the move as fiscally irresponsible, and downright
1llegal. The fact that the board justified its action in the name
of desegregation won it few supportars.

The board did not really expect the year to end with a
deficit. There were several potential sources of new revenue. The
most likely of these, in the board's eyes, was a court order
directing the state to share in the costs of desegregation. The
board was cbtaining legal advice from an attorney who had been
assoclated with the Detroit desegregation case. There, as in
Thoraton, the district court had found that the state skared in the
liability for segregation, and the court had ordered state payment
of substantial desegregation costs. That order recently had been
sustained by the U.S. Supreme Court. Judge Green had just affirmed
his own earlier finding of state liability, and though the state
had appealed that affirmation, the board had no particular reason to
believe that it would not be sustainei by the appellate court.
Thus state funds might become availabie.

In addition to the prospect of an order to i:he state, the board
had other prospects. A request for substantial ESAA funding had
been submitted, and there were rumors that Thornton was in line for
a large ESAA grant for its magnet schools. Then too there was an
unrelated case which was in the state courts and which appeared to
be nearing a favorable resolution. Thornton and other districts
had alleged that the state aid program was unfair. While a
favorable decision might not produce immediate court-ordered rasults,
it was reasonable to believe that a favorable decision might prowp:
legislative action on behalf of the victorious party. Even without
such action, there vas a chance that ths legislature might come to
the assistance of Thoruton, for this was to be an election year,
and traditionally elections made legislatures generous., There mighr
be a supplemental ap;_opriation for the schools, or one for the
city vhich then could free local funds for reassigmment to the schools.
And if the city wvas not cooperative, there always was the possibility
of having Judge Green order the city to make such a supplemental
appropriation, for the city ¢oo had been found guilty of fostariny
racial segregation in the schools. True, it would be awkward to
proceed agsinst the city, in view of the boari’'a dependence upon
the city's good will in future budget discussions, >nd in further
view of the fact that the city's attoruey also represented the school
board before Judge Green. Nonetheless, the possibility was therx.

Given all of these possibilities, the hoard spent the vummer
and fall freely spending, in tho name of desegregation,  unds which
it did oot have. Simultaneously officiuls began addir: up the
desegregation tab, anticipating an order 5oquiring ti:a state to pay.
As noted elsevhera, the task of identifying costs could not be done
from the district's financial racords, for dase,regation revenues
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and expenditures were not so labelled. Nonetheless, by late
sutumn officials in the transportatiom, buildings, and personnel
departments had prepared rough approximations of what they took
to be desegregation costs. The media, meanwhile, were receiving
reports that the initial $8 million projected deficit might grow
to as much as $12 million by the time all of the desegregation
costs were compiled.

In January the school board submitted to the court a progress
Teport showing steps taken to implement Phases A and B in
Thornton's dasegregation effort. Included was a handwritten chart
showing school-by-school desegregation costs for the previous
year (Phase A), the current year (Phase B) and "continuing cost:"
(evidently those projected for the next year). PFor the first
year of Phase 8, the costs amounzed to more than $12 million, as
follows:

Transportation: $3.2 millionm
Renovations: $3.4 millionm
Scaff: $S5.1 million
Supplies: $0.6 million
Other: $0.4 milliom

Alzo included was a memo which reported the cost savings associatad
wvith the school closings in Phase A. }

Followving a brief heariag the court directed the board to
provide more information and explamation. The court wanted to know
why the full cost of transportation was showm, given that the
state reimbursed 807 of transportation costs. There was to be
detail sbout the staff costs: were they new positions "filled by
persons not previocusly employed by the Board?"” Were reanmovation costs
paid from the operating budget or the capital budget? What was the
board's justificaticn for listing as a desegregation cost some
$2 million spent in converting a school to an Arts Magnet vhen a
less costly alternative clearly was possible? Why, in its projections
of future costs, was the board listing huge renovation costs for
two schools when inclusion of these two schools had clearly not been
approved in the Phase B plan? The court also vanted informatiom' which
would allow it to evaluate the scope and efficiency of the trans-
portation system. :

The defendants chereupon submitted a supplemental raport on costs.

State tramsportation reimbursement, it was pointed out, would not

be received until the following fiscal yaar; during the current year
all of the new costs of transportation for the Phase B plan would

have to come from local scurces. The names of all personnel in the
staff positions were provided but thers was no information as to
vhether the personnel had been praviously enployed by the school
system. (Several gources implied that the "nev" euployees often

vere people vhose positions had been scheduled for termination in

view of the city's cur in the school budget.) However the board did
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acknowledge that it had "discovered” that certain employees in a
bilingual program had been inadvertently listed in the desegregatiocn
budget, which should be raduced from $5.1 million in staffing

costs to $4.2 million. As to its decision to create an Arts School
in a site vhich vas more expensive to reanovate than another site,
the board presented a complex display of data intended to show

that it would have cost more at the rejactad site. As to the
schools whose integration had not been ordered, the board explained
that it had "understood" that the court had wanted one of thenm,

and that the other one, vhen finished, would be fully integrated.

A data sheet showing overall transportation costs also was
submitted, along with a five-page list of problems which had been
encountered by the transportation department.

He'rings ensued. Were the subject not so serious, the
procsedings might prompt laughter. Even mmong experts the intri-
cacies of school finance can readily prompt misunderstandings and
confusion. But the hearings did not involve financial experts; they
involved the plaintiffs’' attorney, a state attorney, the defendants'
chief desegregation planner (komerc) and ome of the city's finance
officials. The plaintiffs' attornay was remarkably literate in
matters of school finance, but also harbored (with reason, we
believe) the suspicion that Thornton school officials were not
entirely forthcoming in their presentations of financial information.
The state's attorney, representing a party which was still in court
contesting the liability finding, and a party which was not
inclined to foot any portion of the desegregation bill, had no
.particular reason for seeking to add clarity to the judicial proceed-
ings. The chief desegregation planner, an instructional persocn
rather than a budgeteer, also had agendas whose pursuit did not
encourage direct answers to questions about finance. City finance
officials were in an impossibls situation: already found liable
for contributing to segregation through failures to appropriate
funds for desegregatiom projects, and having cut the school system's
budget just when the desegregation plan went into operation, and
threatened with a court order to cough up money which zould only
be obtained by raising taxes or by cutting cther vital municipal
services, they too had little intarest in contributing to clarity
in the hearings. ’

Nae episode will rnerve to {1lustrate the problem. The plain-
tiffs' attornay wvas quastioning Romero about a discrepancy between
two figures concerning the costa of removating one of the maget,
schools. 1In its Phase A proposal the board had projected costs
at $600,000. But a year iater, just before the hearing, the board
reported that the costs of renovation had been $1,100,000. Had
the $600,000 been put into the regular budget request? Romero
thought it had. Had the board of aldermen provided the funds?
Romero noted that the board's b 'jet request had been slashed by the
aldermen. Moroover there was not any vay to determine vwhether
the $600,000 request had been slashed, because all the aldermen
could do was appropriate a lump sum budget. But would not the
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state reimburse 602 of wvhatever had been spent? That would depend,
Romero said, on vhether the rencvation monies came from the
operating budget or the capital budget. (Some came from each.)
Which did they come from? Romaro did not know for sure-—partly
because sons of the projected costs had not even been encumbfered yet.
And so on and on. Efforts to produce clarity led only to more
confusion. After a period of questioning attention turned to
transportation reimbursement. Did not the state reimburse at 802
Yes, Romero noted. But the reimbursement would not be paid until
the following year. And it would not be 80Z. Why not? Because

of the limitation on the amount of incresase allowed from one year
to another. But was not there a provision for the chief state
school officer to waive the limit? There vas. Had he done so?

The request had been made. And the ansver? There was no ansver yet.
Then vhat would the district receive in transportation aid? That
would depend upon what the chief state school officer did. The
questicning then turned to snother matter, with similarly obscure
results. Anyone assuming rationality and certaiaty in matters of
school finsnce surely would have concluded that the actors ware
trying to confuse each other and the court. However even if
questions had been elegantly and precisely phrased, so that no
confusion was possible; the answers prodbably did not exist in a way
that permitted cousensus about the costs—-past, present, or
projected=——of desegregation in Thoranton. And in the absence of
ansvers, confusion and suspicions were perpetuated.

At this point the plaintiffs introduced a set of questions. In
light of Milliken II, had the defendants directed any resources to
tha students who remsined in racially-isolated settings? (Later, in
response, the board would file copies of some of its ESAA paperwork--
which may or may not have snswered the question.) Then the plain-
tiffs went through the board's school=-by-schaol l1ist of desegre-
gation costs. In several cases, the piaintiffs pointed aut, minority
students had bean moved from one minority school to another; how
could transportation and staffing costs in such situations properly
be charged as desegregation costs? Nor was it proper, plaintiffs
said, to charge for the transportatiom of students who had gone from
one integrated school to another integrated school. (Evidently
several magnet school students ‘had been recruited from neighborhoods
that alresady vers integrated.) Some of the board's figures, plain-
tiffs contended, sounded erronecus in view of available data about
eurollments. The plaintiffs also wondered whether some of the
"newl' desegregation personnel vwere not really former employess
"shifted fraom another school,” or paid from another source, e.g.,
federal assistance f . Moreover, the plaintiffs pointed out,

{n its report of Phase B costs the board had neglected to note the
amount of funds saved from. the school closings accomplished in
Phase A, and it neglected to note that in Year II the district vas
receiving state transportation aid as a result of increased trans-
portation costs in’ Phase A.

The “earings brought out one longstanding controvers$ that




further illustrates the complexity of budgetary matters. As noted
previously, the board must annually estimate its projected
revenues. Typically this is done in a conservative fashion. If
revenues turn out to be higher than estimated, they can be remitted
to the board of education in the form of a supplemental appropri-
~ation. (Since some funds are earmarkel for the schools, they
cannot be appropriated for any other purposes.) Historically such
supplemental payments had been made; they constituted a sort of
"unrestricted” windfall income for the board. In the early 1970s
however, the board of education, along with many ceher public bodies,
had gotten into the habit of '"rolling over" certain obligations
from one year to thao next. (For example, teachers who work from
September through June may elect to be paid on a Septamber-August
basis. Thus, while the district has fully obligated the salary by
June, it will not have paid the full salary until September. The
unpaid obligation can be rolled over and charged against the
following year's appropriation. It is, in effect, a debt which
zust be paid before the appropriation can be used as intended.) By
the time desegregation began the anmual rollover had growm to
several million dollars. However, the spectre of rollover-induced
municipal bankruptcy had lad to public officials' demands to put

an end to the practice. City and state fiscal officials had
ascertained that the board's accumulated rollover could be neutral-
ized by applying to it the excess revenues which otherwise would
have been turned over to the board as supplemental avpropriations.
The board, seeing an opportunity to secure the funds, pointed out
to Judge Green that the funds, if made available, would help over-
come the current deficit traceable to desegregation costs. But
. the court was not, at the time, persuaded that the dispute was a
proper natter for court resolution.

In the midst of the hearings there was an event which
Thornton city and school defendants viewed as a disaster. The
appeals court sustained the district court’s finding of liabilicy
sgainst the city and school board officials, but reversed as to
the state. Thus hopes for a court order against the state's funds
evaporated. The event substantially altered the local agenda. Now
it hardly mattered vwhether a cost was properly attributable to
desegregation or not, since the only place where funds could be
obtained was from the city budget. Mqreover, it was only a matter
of a few weeks until the school system would run out of money.

Judge Green took stock of the situation in an order:

As a result of the [Appesls Court] decision absolving
the State defendants from legal liability in this
action, the City defendants must bear the burden of
developing and financing a school desegragation program
without court-ordered State arsistance....At this
moment the most crucial iss.e is to insure appropriate
funding of the schools until the year's end.
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Urgent action is required. The early closing of
schools would create an intolerable situation from
6vary point of view. It would be disastrous for
students vho would be unshle to complete their studies
properly; it would deal 4 mortal blow to the repu-
tation of this community-—educationally, financially,

aud in many other vays.

Closing the schonls would also engender innumerablae
practical problems. If teacher and employee contracts
are oot honored the board would not only be put
chrough expensive grievance procedures but would be
forced to deal in future Years with a staff wvhose
morale had been d-horalizcd....Furthcrnorc, the board
would stand to lose State funds for every day that the
school year falls short of the State statutory minimum
(court order).

Then the judge required that city and school officials "develop a
Plan to provide additional funds to the school board which will
insure that the schcols remain open until the end of this school
tem."” The court also asserted Jurisdiction over the disputed
funds residing in the city tressury, and directed school officials
to submit further information on disputed financial items. In

a latter portion of his order, Judge Green displayed distinct
interest in questions raiged by the plaintiffs concerning ,
(a) the efficiency of the desegregation plan in place, and (b) the
validity of some of the board's desegregation cost reports.

Subsequently the board submitted vast quantities of
undigested data to the court. They included, for example, a stack
of photocopies of ESEA Title I paperwork, decipherable only to
those versed in the routines of federal grants management. If
nothing else, the documents demonstrate that a defendant has an
mQrmous capacity to obfuscata and delay. But it should not be
dssumed that the capacity to elucidate and expedite also exists,
for in the world of school financisl Danagement certain types of
questicns do not lend themselves to clear answers. Perhaps that
wvas the case with questions about degegregation costs in Thornton.

As it happened, clarification of the cost questions was not
required, as the city, the school boa?d, and the state agreed upon
a scries of maneuvers which served to kaep the schools open for
the remainder of the year. The state, in exchange for some
financial oversight, would advance the city certain funds which
vere to be repaid over a’five-year perfod. There were strict
prohibitions against future deficit spending; sanctions included
suspension of the board of education itself. Thus the current
school year was salvaged but at the price of mortgaging the

“board's next budgets and its autonoay.




Tha Second Year of the Phase B Plan

In the aidst of all the excitemenc over the Year I budget
deficit, the budget for the second year of Phase B was being
prepared. As the base for projecting their budget school officials
did not take the budget which the city had approved the preceding
year; they took the deficit budget which ths board had adopted.
Thus the budget sent to the city for its review would have
necessitated a very substantial increase over the previous year's
sppropriation. The school board actually added several million
dollars to the amount which their budget officials had recommended
to them, contending that they were responsible for telling the
city what it would take to Tun a proper educarional program.

The 3ayor promptly announced that he would cecommend cuts.

The day of reckoning finally had arrived. Deficit spending
two years pravicusly had been masked by rollovers and by the
consequences of the teacher strike. The deficit from the previous
year had baen met through the state's rescue effort. Now there
vere debts to be repaid and thare was close financial monitoring.

The city eventually made an appropriatiom which substantially
exceedsd that of the pravious ysar, but fell far short of the
board's request. The TPSD then had to make tremendous staff cuts.
Your hundred teaching positions——15% of the total in the district——
were abolished. Two hundred teacher aide positions were cancelled.
Class si.._s increased. Programs in art, music, and physical
education were cancelled. Studant services were curtailed. Parents

protested.

Judge Green decreed that even though there were many flaws in
the workings of the Phase B plan, the 2chool district's "bleak
financial picture” made the commtncement of a nev plan "counter-
productive” for the time being. Bovever the board was to take steps
to improve racial balance in the magnet schools, and it was to
proceed with thse development of the languishing pupil locator
system whosg non-operation wvas making it difficult to momitor
the progress of desegragation (court order).

As the school year began the austerity program vas evident in
all the schools——segregated snd desegregated alike. Judge Green
began a series of hearings which would drag on al. year, creating
enomous quantities of financial information but no resolution of
the basic problam. Of7.cials from the city raported that they
had done all that they could for the school system in view of
the city's own financial problcas and in view of cutbacks ia other
city services. The plaintiffs and the school defendants, long
and bitter adversaries through years of litigation and disputants
just months esrlier when the Phase B first-year deficit had been
the object of courtroom procesdings, formed an uneasy alliance
aimed at stipulating facts about the effegts of the progranm
cuts on the deseycegation process. After everal months of

ue 123




haggling, they agreed on a list of "desegregation expenses'' which
they presented to Judge Green, in hopes that he would order the
city to at least produce th- funds to cover these expenses.

The coure, having considared all of this, found itself in
a8 ¢cruel dilema. Noting thst the citbacks had affected all
schools rather than Just the schools involved in the desegre-~
gation plan, Judge Green remarked that there already were
inequities between the magnet schools and others (1acluding some
vhich were predominantly black). But the court's povers
extended only t. the desegregating schools. Thus, an order
restoring funds to the desegregated magnet schools would further
aggravate inequities which already existed between the magnet
schools and "regular” schools. Restoring cut ~taff positions
in the schools which were receiving students under VIEP would
further increase discrepancies between the integrated receiving
schools and the black schools from which most participants in VIEP
came==an outcome vhich the judge characterized as "a intolerable
result in a remedisl plan designed to benefit black students.”

Nevertheless Judge Green, in late vinter, ordered restorationm
of more than 200 Positions which had been cut from the schools'
budget. The city was to ficance these positions for the balance
of the year. But the city, wbich 4lready had pronounced itself
unable to pay for 4ay more school personnel, responded by saying
that satisfaction of the court's order would require severe curta_l-
ment of fire and police services. Furthermore, the cicy said,
layoffs of its own personnel would fall most heavily upon recently
hired minoricy enployees. Judge Green thereupon stayed his own
order. There was to be no financial rescue that year.

The Final Year of Phase B
=200 18t of rhase B

The final year of Phase B (vhich also was the planning year
for Phase C, as discussed in Section IV below) was not nearly as
bleak. For the second year in a row there was a substantial increase
in the city's appropriation for the schools, thanks in part to a
hefty boost in state school aid and also to an increasingly
supportive stance on the part of the mayor. This time the boost
did not have to be appiied to viping cut accrued deficits. More-
over enrollment continued its steady decline, partially compen-
sating for the staff reductions experienced the previcus year. A
few more schools were closed, further alleviating pressures on
the budget. And there were no new duogugn:iog expenditures to be
Cwered. Some court~ordered adjustments in the VIEP, designed
in part to simplify ic, helped contain cost increases in that area.
Efforts to improve raciasl balance in the mcgnet schools also
appaared to be vorking--perhaps because of recruitment efforts,
and perhaps because in the pPrevious year's austerity the magnets
at least appeared to be better of.ﬂ’ than other :ch‘ools.
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That appesrance vas due in part to the availability of ESAA
funds. Each magnet school was receiving an average of $200,000
per year in ESAA funds. While these funds were not supposed to
be used for "regular' school services, they could be used to
purchase services which had been stripped from "regular' schools
i{n the financial retrenchment, as well -s to acquire smenities
such as additional equipment and supplies, field trips, consultants,
sides, and the like——rare treasures in an otherwise impoverished
school system.

Other ESAA funds (i.e., non-magnet school fungds), amounting to
more than $3 million, helped provide otherwise-missing services
in other schools affected by the desegregation accomplished in
Phases A and B. While these funds amounted to less than 3% of
the overall Thornton School District buaget, they coustituted
s very large portion of the district's discretionary money.

Assessments of Phases A and 3

Our sources in Thornton displayed wildly divergent assessments
of desegregation under Phases A and B. TPSD officials thought that
they had accomplished a great deal. Spokespersons for the plain-
tiffs thought that a great deal remained to be accomplished. And
Judge Green thought that both parties’' views had some merit.

The defendants' assessments rested on multiple criteria. Ome
criterion focused on reduction of racial isolation. Thornton's
two all-black high schools had been eliminated, and all high
schoolsy were integrated. The all-black junior high schools
which had figured so prominently in the liability litigation had
been integrated as magnat schools. All of the city's predominantly-
white elementary schools had been desegregated through reassigmments
and the VIEP. All of this had been accomplished, moreover, without
precipitating any noticesble white flighe. Indeed district records
indicated thdt some magnet school enrollees had been recruited from
non-public schools-—an indication that competition with such
schools wvas possible.

A second criterion of success wag programmatic: Thornton's
public schools were believed to be batter after desegregation than
they had been before desegregation. The usual indicator was the
presence of the magnet schools, which enrolled about one-seventh
of tha system’s students by the end of Phase B, and which were
naterially better than the system's "regular” schools. These schools
offered parents choicss which ad not been available before.

There vere other important criteria. Lagally, the Phase A and B
plans had withstood the plaintiffs' criticisas, by and large.
Judge Green stili was deferring co tha school authorities in
showdowns betveen their proposals and those of the plaintiffs. Polit-
ically, desegregation had not become a divisive issue in Thoraton.
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Viclencs had been averted, opposition was muted, the media were
supportive, the board was united (at least in public), and, ot
particular significaunce, there were signs that ths mayor and
toard of aldarmen vere becoming more supportive-of the schools.
Their support vas germane to a fourth criterion of success.
Despite the finsncial agonies experienced mid-vay through Phase B,
the benefits appear to have been commensurate. In effect, the
deficir budget adopted at the begimming of Phase B had paid off,
albeit not without paja. City appropriations for the second and
third year of Phase B had contained measurably higher-than-normal
increases. Moreover some accumulating financial problems—hidden
deficits ané surplus schoolhouses——had been purged from the system.
Then too, there was the EoAA money, smounting to several million
dollary per year. UJu all these grounds then, school officials
had a basis for some satisfaction.

The plaintiffs were not satisfied. They had one paramount
goal_complete and equitable desegregation of all of the city's
achools:~ Thus the conuinued axistence of more than a dozen a.v-black
slementary schools, enrolling more than half of the system's
minority elementary school students, was intolerable. Moreover
minorit: students-~particularly at the elementary level--were nore
likely than white students to have their schools closed and to
have to take long bus rides. Furthermore the spparent dessgre-
gation at the high school level seemed to be unstable, and the
defendants appeared to be insufficiently concerned about it.

Even mors vexing ts the plaintiffs, it appears, was the
prospect that Thornton school officials were being alloved to
{nstitutionalize a desegregation strategy which contained inherent
and irrenediable flaws. VIEP was simply a one-way busing program,
"oWB." Ard OWB was no more popular among the plaintiffs’ spokas-
persons tiun "forced busing” was among the defendants. Moreaver
YIEP and the magnet schools were enormously expensive ways of
accomplishing desegregatiom, particularly in view of the fact that
they concentrated resources on desegregated schools, leaving the
remaining ali-black schools more impoverished than they othervise
might be. The plaintiffs d4A not believe that magnet schools
and VIEP would desegregate the remaining all-black schools; the
risk was that these schools would remain under-rssourced,
un-desegregated, and hence, unequal. °

IV. PHASE C

During the second year of the Phase B plan, both the defend-
ants' and the plaintiffs' arguments vere developed in documents
and Jearings. In additiom, Judge Green had the benefit of
reports from a monitoring commission which he had created. The
state's financial oversight team also prepared reports (which
indicated, among other things, that there s-ill was a surplus of
schools ‘(n Thormton).
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Rarly in the summer of 1979 Judge Green issued the order
vhich set Phase C in motiom. Although school officials labelled
the order a "bombshell," the forces underlying it had been
building for months. A year earlier the Supreme Court had held,
in Dayton, that remedial orders must be. tailored tc the scope
of the violation. A system~vwide remedy, that is, could not de
orderad in the absence of & finding of a system-wide violationm.
Immediately after the Daytin case Green had ordered the attormeys
for plaintiffs and defendan’s to cotment om its significance for
Thornton. Hearings had been held in November. But then
Judge Green issued no ruling for eight months—s delay which
some observers imputed to the court's preoccupations with the
schosl district's finsncial difficulties. (To the extent that
that interpretation is correct, it comstitutes evidence that
financial comstraints did affect desegregatiom in Thormton,
for if Judge Green had issued his order soon after the henrings, a
Phase C plan conceivably could have been implemented a year
earlier than actually occurred.) Green, reviewing hia findings in
1ight of Daytom, mw explicitly concluded that the violation had
been system-vide, and that the remedy muct also be system-wide.
Thus the presumption was that no racially-identifiable schools
ware permissible. Trat, of course, was exactly the presumption
that the plainciffs had been urging all along. Evidently the
continued operation of more than a dozen all-black elementary schools
would no longer Ue countenanced by the court.

Additional incent.ves for the new order apparently came from
observations of the workings of the Phase B plan. Experience
with the citizens monitoring commission had drawn attention to
difficulties {n ascertaining whether the ccurt's orders vere
being fully implemented. In his order, Judge Green spoke to this
problem:

Certainty and mansgeability are important ingredients of
desegregation decress. The remedy imposed must be super-
vised by the court to determine whether or not it is
being succassfully and properly implemented....It requires
a remedy which is not so complex that compliance cannot
ss a practical mattar be determined....[Under the present
plan] vhen a question arises as to the current design of
the program, information is very difficult to obtain and
usually is provided, if at all, many mouths after it is
raquested. [Here the court inserted a footnote
describing difficulties encountered by the munitoring
commission in its efforts to obtain information from

the school system. ] Morsover the factual datail is so
overvbelming that it is exceedingly difficult to deter-
nine whether the program is being carried out as

promised (U.S. District Court order).

ﬂi\t Phase B appeared to fail not omnly on comstitutional grounds;
it failed also om practical grounds. Beyond that, there was
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evidence that school officials were deliberately circumventing
provisions of the court-spproved Phase B plan. "It is clear.”
said the court, "that the VIEP staff has nc intent of simplifying
VIEP feeder patterns in accordance with “he general directives

of this court.” Moreover certain student assigrments "were in
direct violation of the Board's representations in [its plan]

and contributed to racial imbalance."”

In view of these and other shortcomings the school dofend-
snts vere directed to devise a new desegregation plan. It must
be system-wide. The goal must be to eliminate all racially-
identifiable schools, and while "it may be that it will de
impossible to rid the system of every all-minority school...an
attenpt must be made and, if this objective cannot be reached,
good reason must be set forth in the record.” VIEP, "as it is
currently structured must be dismantled #s soon as possible.”
Transportation was an allowable technique, but any ride requiring
longer than 45 minutes would require express court approval.
The board was urged to continue to close schools inasmuch as
"substantial savings could be achieved." Remedial planning should
begin at once, and a tomprehensive remedy plan was to be submitted
in five months, for full implementation the following year.

Designing Phase C

Green's order provoked a chorus of dismay, much of it couched
in financial terms. Even the plaintiffs, convinced of the rightness
of the order, expressed worry about finding funds o carry out
the order. Noting that Green had recently stayed his own order
directing the city to provide supplemental funds for the Phase B
plan, a spokesperson for tre plaintiffs said, "I would hopz the
judge would ;emove the stay of his order. Otherwise, where is
the money going to come from? The school board can't raise funds,
‘the city is not required, and the state is off the hook.” The
school board president, "stunned" by the decision, reported that
much depended on funding—which was not mentioned in the court's
order. The board had wanted to do some of the things in the
order "like pairing and clustering” the president said, but did not
have the mongy. "Our plsaning would have no legitimacy unless
ve can have the finances. We camnnot tontinue to reduce the
budget and still comply with the order.” Several elected officials
cited the board's strapped financial condition as grounds for
avoiding the costs of "forced busimg” which the order was immedi-~

ately assumed to raquire.

N The day follzwing the court's order one of the metropolitan
dailies publishei a full-psge headline: "Order May Cost Schools

$2 Million." The figure was attributed to Romero, who calculated
that dismantling VIEP would create 30 racially identifiable schools
enrolling 18,000 students. If these schools were paired, half

the students would have to be bused. At current spending levels,
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that vould mean $300 per student, .r $2.7 million. However
$0.8 millior would be saved by dismantliug VIEP, and so the cost
would be $1.9 million.

It vas not long before the board‘s response strategy became
apparent. First, Judge Green's assessmant of the defects of
VIEP would be directly challenged. The director of that program
arranged a press conference in which parents who were pleased with
VIEP endorsed the program and urged its continuation. Perhaps,
school officials said, the judge's assessment of VIFP rested on
data which vere no longer valid (despite the fact that the court
itself bad notad that the board had failed to provide the court with
tizmely data). Second, forced busing would not be used;
voluntarism would continue to be tte cormerstone of the board's
position. Third, legal resistance would be pursued. Some of the
all-black schools had become so after the liability finding and
hence, the bosrd claimed, could be excluded from a remedy plan.
Furthermore, the judge's order would be appealed—all the way to
the Supreme Court if necessary. Finally, there would be an appeal
to the judge's reasonableness: "The judge has always been reasonable
in the past,” the superintendent noted, "and I'm rure he'll listen
and make some important changes in his decision.”

Two weeks after issuing his order, Judge Green summoned
lavyers in an effort to clear up what he called "misapprehensions”
and "clear misresdings" of his order. First he noted that VIEP
need not be dismantled immediately; rather it was to be replaced
by a better plan. Hence parents protesting his order to emd VIEP
need not fear that students would be reassigned to segregated
schools. Moreover, in an apparent departure from his earlier
language, Green implied that the VIEP might be phased out over a
multi-year period rather than ended "as soon as possible."” How-
ever Green reserved his strongest language for the comments about
the costs of a new phase. Those who assumed that the new plan would
be costly made an "erroneous assumption." Furthermore, said the
Judge,

I do not know how anyone could make estimates at all.
For example vhen we have for the past year attempted
to find out how much the traunsportation in VIEP cost,
the answver wvas given again and again, "Well, we really
don't have the figures and we can't bresk it down."

So (how] anyone could make an estimate of how much
additional expense would be is just beyond me, and I
would like someome to provide an explanation if they
could (transcript of proceedings).

The judge went om to point out that he thought 2 new plan would save
money. His order had called for school closings, and closings

cut costs. Fur:hermore, because elimination of VIEP would

greatly simplify the transportation system, there would be savings
in that area too. The bosrd vas ‘ree, of course, to propose an

™
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expensive plan if it wished. But it ‘did not have to. And the
"Court certainly wiil anct approve a desegregation plan destined
to bankrupt the City." (transcript of proceedings)

In the nidst of the furor the board moved promptly to close
schools, just as it had done in Phase A. Four schools vere
designated for closing. The action, it was said, vas fully
consistant with the court's order recommending further closings
4% 2 money-gaving device. But a problem quickly developed.
Would students from the closed sctools be permitted to partici-
pate in VIEP? The board said that they should be, as denial of
participation would deny these students an integrated education.
But the plaintiffs said it was a ruse to expand VIEP and that
the schools should be kept open until a Phase C plan was approved.
The court considered the matter—and then ruled in favor of the
bosrd, continuing a tradition of deference to board actions.

Within a few weeks the initial furor subsided. The press
began to carry reports of individuals and groups citing the justice
of the court's order, and urging compliance with it. With court"
approval, attorneys for the plaintiffs and the board entezed into
closed negotiation sessions which, it was hoped, might produce an
acceptable settlement such as the one recently worked out in
another city. But the attorneys were proceeding from different
- legal premises, and their lengthy negotiations proved to be futile.
The plaintiffs, encouraged by the Supreme Court's recent decisions
in the Dayton and Columbus cases, continued to insist ca elimination
of all racially-identifisble schools. The board's attorney,
eyeing a case in Dallas which seemed to permit the continuation of
some one-race schools, held that total desegregation was not
necessary.

N As the negotiations were under way, Romero's desegregation
planning team went back to work. Several features of the team's
working milieu were important determinants of the proposal they
soon would suggast. TFirst, as just noted, the school board was not
pPreparad~—nor had it been ordered——to prepare a desegrsgation
plan vhich involved mandatory reassigmment. Voluntarism vas '
to remzin the foundation of planning. (The plaintiffs asserted
that, in view of the bosrd’s primarily-white constituency, there
simply 7ere not enough board votes to direct the creation of a
plan which would be equitable for black studaents.)

Second, as in Phase B, the desegrasgation planning process
occurred outside the nomal financisl management system of the
[ Thoruton schools. Planning for desegregation wvas treated primsrily
a3 an instructional and legal problem, not a fipancial problem.
[ And the plamners were instructional pecple, not budget personnel——
; a fact that may have contributed to the rudimertary form of the
} cost estimates later presentsd to the court.
l
I
E
:
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Third, given the continuity in the desegresgation planning
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tean, there vas a good chance that the "lessons” learned in

Phases A and B would extend to Phase C. The lessons, evidently,
vere that magnet schools worked, that finantial crises were
survivable, that voluntarism was a viable political strategy,

that the court eventually could be persuaded that progress (rather
than a complete ramedy) was an adequate measure of Tespocnsiveness,
that desegregation could serve as a pretaxt for making improve-
ments in the instructional programs of Thorntom, that complexity
could be used to the district's advantage during lizigation, and
that federal assistance in the form of ESAA funds could be obrained.

This then, was the strategic orientation of the schocl
buresucrats responsible for designing the Phase C plan. As will -
become apparent subsequently, the orientation was fundanentally
different from that of the plaintiffs, for whom prompt and
thorough racial balance was the principal assessment criterionm.

Because of tne different orientations of tha school defendants
and the plaintiffs, the Phase C design process was turbulent and
protracted. Romero’s planning tesm engaged in a five-month
process vhich involved dozens of comunity meetings aimed both at
securing community imput and developing community and school
‘board support. The proposed Phase C plan submitted to Judge Green
in Novesber wvas little more than an outline. It was greeted
with dismay by che plaintiffs——principally because the plan left
four large elementary schools all-black and because the long-
detested VIEP was proposed for continuation. The plaintiffs then
prepared their own drtailed counter-plan. Excended hearings
folloved; they were marked by argunent over a myriad of factual
matters, but reflectad the fundamentally different strategic
orientations of the two parties. Finally in June, with the hearings
not concluded and the private negotiations “ogged down,

Judge Green ordered the board to proceed wi:zh most of its Phase C
proposals. Thereupon the plaineiifs asked the court of appeals
for an order staying implementation. This put the plaintiff; in
the rather anomalous position of seeking to halt a desegregation
plan, but ulso provided some negotiations leverage. Several last-
minute changes in the Phase C plan——aimed at accomodgcing the
plaintiffs——wers proposed and spproved in July. Meanvhile the
defendants told the sppesls court that delay would produce chaos
in the schools, forcing a delayed opening. The plaintiffs’
requast for a stay wvas denied, and Phase C, as modified, weant iato
effect.

The Board's Phass C Plan

|

L Desegregation planmning weint on behind closed doors. However
shortly before the desdline for submitting proposals to the court,
details lesked out. Eventually a draft of the plan itself was
relessed and highly publicized through the media. The action

t prompted Judge Green to announce that the proposal had ot been

|

|
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approved by the court.

The plan, as finally presented to the court, included the
fol}oving elenents:

Closing of nine schools

Construction of one new school
Craation of five new magnet schools
Creation of five Rarly School Centers
Continuation of VIEP

The net cost of the plan wvas estimated at just under $1 million,
after calculations of savings accruing from the closed schools.

An additional half million would ba needed in the event that federal
funds could not be obtained for teacher aides at the Early

School Centers.

Closings ’ -

Duriag the implementaticn of Phases A and B, Judge Green
evidently came to understand the clsse connections among school
closings, cost savings, and desegregation. In his ordsr directing

the design of a Phase C plan, Judge Green included the following
guideling: :

Given the fiscal difficulties now facing the City
and the Board, as well as the sharp decline in echool
enrollments in the past decade, it is clear that

the nev rezedy plan must include plans to close a
substantial mumber of schools (order).

Moreover, the judge aoted, the board recently had received reports
from the state departmnent of education financial monizoring team and
from a community study group; both indicated that "substantial
savings could be schiaved by school closings." Two weeks after
issuing his orxder the fudge again linked closings and Javings:

"The City of Thorntom and the School Department must take ad itage
of this opportunity to save money." (transcript of proceedi.gs)

The desegregation plasning tesm tertainly was not averse to
actiog in a manner consistent with the order. During Phases A and B
nearly one~fifth of Thornton's schools had been closed. The
experiencs had shown that school closings served a number of
purposes: dseteriorating and unsound structures could be abandoned,
with resultant savirgs in costs of operation and renovation; under-
utilized and small buildings could be closed, reducing cost
inefficiencies; and closings generated groups of students who

could either volunteer for placement in integrated settings or

could be reassigned to such settings, rhus fostering the desegre-
gatlon which the court sought.
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However the task of designating buildings for closing was
constrained in several ways. One constraint was technical. There
Vas 0o informaticn base which permitted ready identification of
the buildings vhich vere the "worst” in the district in terms of
economy. The problem vas not merely that the requisite infor-

: ®ation vas not readily accessible. The problem was that there
were no clear standards for interpreting information. A school-
house’s age for axample (assuming that the building had been
constructed all at once) was not necessarily an indicator of
soundness, for some old structures were in better condition than
Some new ones. Some 0ld structures been recently renovated; some
0ew oues were in urgent need of major repairs. Capacity also
Vas not a very useful indicator, particularly if the presence
(or potential pre--uce) of special purpose rooms had to be calcu~
lated. Then ther -ss the mattar of a tuilding's locale—
accessibility to transportation arteries, availability of space
for loading and unloading schoolbuses, and presence of safe or
unsafe environs. (At one point Judge Green ordered the city to
demolish some derelict buildings near schoolhouses that were
involved in the desegregation plan.) Along with questions about
ths {immediate egvirons were questions about trends in the gedigh-
borhood demography. Was {t losing population or gaining? What
vas happening to the racial mix in the neighborhood? Finally,
there vare the specisl features of each building: playgrounds,
lunchrooms, auditoriums, special purpose rooms, safety features,
and the like. While it s 88y to say that a well-run school
system would maintain dacs files reporting on such matters, and
that formulss weighing each varisble ought to be devised, the
fact of the matter is that such activities require resources that
were not availstle. Consequently the information onm vhich to base

- school closing decisions was rather informal. And, in any event,

other considerations took precedenca. .

-

' Equity was one such considerationm. Flaintiffs had persistencly
claimed that the closings in Phases A and B had adversely and
disproportionately affected the city's blick students. Black
neighborhoods were mors likely than white neighborhocds to have
their schools closed, and the inevitable result was that black
students were more likely than white students to participate
in busing. The closings strateagy then, vhile not opposed in
principle, would be opposed if it was equitable.

Another constraint on the closing process was much more
political. As ome of the planners put it, board meambers and
alderzen "live in neighbothoods and get elected from them." While
these elected officials could easily see the cost advanteges
associated with closings, political palatability required that
closings’ be spread throughout the city rather than concentrated in
one sfus. It also was important to spread the closings over a :
sulti-year period. Indeed the city ald-men had indicated that
the school closings which occurred during Phaces A and B were
enough; further closings should not ba undertaken. . This viewpoint
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could not be altogether ignored, for after all it was the alder-
men vho saet the school districe's budget. Somehow the political
coustraint would have to be meshed with others, e.g., cost

reduction snd equity.

As it happened, the groundwork for closings had been laid
in the months just prior to Judge Green's order directing’
preparation of a Phase C plan. Three facilities utilization
studies had been undertaken. One, conducted by the TPSD staff
in partial response to Judicial demands for information on
costs, had generated information of school plant conditions,
utilization levels, and cost savings that would be associsted
vith closings. Second, the state-appointed financial monitoring
commission, which had evolved from the financial crises of Phase B,
had conducted its own facilities study, and had recertly submitted
4 report recommending the closiag of as mary as 15 schools. Third,
aud perhaps most important, a citizens' comission had been
appointed to make recommendations on school closings. The
commiseion had been constructed to reflect political realities:
each board member and each alderman had appointed one member,
thus assuring broad geographic and politi representation. The
commission submizted its report two months prior to Judge Green's
Phase C order. Seven schools were recommended for closing,
based on considerations of building quality, utilization lavels,
and racial interration. ) :

The Phase C plan which was filed with the court stated that
nine schools were to be closed. Six were predominantly white; the
others were predominantly black. Much attention was given to the
financial aspects of the closings. Exhibits accompanying ' he
plan indicated that an adminigtrator's salary would Ye saved in each
closed building (two salaries where the building was a large onme).
Tesching positions could be eliminated vhere the students from
the closed schools were sent to schools with underenrolled class-
rooms. For each closed school the number of teaching positions
saved was calculated, and then multiplied by a standard salary
figure. TFinally, there was a saving of one custodian's salary for
each closed school. We did not encounter estimatas ,0f savings on
utilicies, hest/cooling, or main-enance, although the head of
the district’s maintenance program acknowledged that the reduced
mmber of open schools affected his needs for maintenance employees.
What wa {oiind, in short, vas a fairly complex set of elements’
used to project the financial consequences of school closings.
While the: elements often vere reflected in formulas, and while
the bases for the formulas were not specified (to us, at least), it
does appear that the estimates Tepresent a good-faith effort to
Project at least ball .park figures on the finsncial aspects of this
compouent of. the desegregation plan. )

+ However the ssvings were somevhat offset by costs associated
with closings. One source described the short-term one~time costs

vhich accompany closings: removal of fupplies and equipment,
. s ;
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continuation of utility payments until the city govermment took
custody of the building, employment of security personnel to
prevent vindalism and pilferage (a news arzicle raported how
thieves entered one vacant building and stripped it of all

" copper piping and plumbing fixtures during one night), and
costs of a custodian/engineer to maintain heat and keep
sppearances. A rough formula had beex devised: savings rrom
closings averaged /25,000 for buildings enrolling less than 500
students, and $50,000 for larger bui.uings.

Such calculations, despite their tenuous and incomplete
nature, were the most careful ones that we found in the desegre-
gation planning process. It does not appear that calculation
of costs and savings served as inputs or determinants in
the planning procass. Instead, the financial cstimates vere
vieved simply as consequences of the plan. Put differently, we
found no indication that the number or location of schools
selacted for clouin: was based on an effort to dvnlop the most
cost-effective roster of buildings. On balance, it appears to
us that the financial aspects of school closings served as a
background variable. PFinancial concerns suggested closings as
a component of the desegregation plan, but did not dictate the
nukber or identity of the buildings to be closed. (On the
other hand, it is noteworthy that most of the buildings
selected for closing were very old, and reflected low utili-
zation levels. The latter factor had anotier effect on finances:
it minimized the mumbers of studonts to be :ranspottod as a )
result of closings.)

(73

Conversions

In Phase B several Thornton schools had been converted--~
some from one grade configuration to another and others to use
as magnat schools. In several cases the renmovations had required
substantial expenditures. The magnets, for example, often
required the addition of specialized facilities. Changes in grade
configuration involved matters such as the addition or elimination
of home economics rooms and industrial arts areas, or the additiom
of lunchroom facilities. As noted in our description of Phase B,
these renovation costs contributea to the financial problems
encountered during Phase B.

Despite their cost, renovations seemed to make good sense

to school officials. For example several of the magnet schools
mc new schools located in black neighborhoods; without
"magnetization” those sclools would have baen used as receiving
schools in an involuntary reassigument program which, school
offi believed, would evoke resistance to the white comrunity.
In addftion, of courss, the renovations were deemed to contribute
to improved educational opportunities.
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Despite the financia! du'ficulties encountered during Phase B,
and the role which conversions played in these difficulties,
Romero's tesm proposed still more removations in their Phase C
proposal. Two secondary schools would be converted to K-8
schools. Furthemmore there would be five new magnet schools, and
five Early School Centers (ESCs) would be created within
existing elementary schools. Interestingly, and in noticeable
contrast to the detailed financial information concerning the
financial ramifications of school closings, the proposals for
conversions made no mention of costs=—evan though it wes obvious
that costs would be entailed in making the coaversious. The
omission helps explain a comment made to us by a spokesperson
for a community action group. "It seems,” he said, "that they
never have the money to do vhat they don't want to do, but
thcz can come up with the monay for the things that they want to
do.

New Construction .

In the 1960s proposals for desegregstion in Thoraton oftan
had gentersd ou capital comstruction projects. New schools made
sense on & number of grounds. First, enrollments were growing
and additional space was needed. Second, @ost facilities dated from
pre-World War II, and replacements wers urgently needed. Third,
careful siting of new facilities, e.g., in racially mixed areas
or in zones between black ard-white communities, would promote
"aatural” integration. Whatever its merits however, the idea
attracted little interest among Thornton city officials; indeed
their decisions about new facilities more often pramoted segregation
than integration—a major factor in the liability finding against
the city.

With advent of court-ordsred remedial planning a decade later,
‘circumstances were different. Enrollment had dropped precipitously,
and the deterioration of .the city's fiscal health virtually

" precluded major new comstruction. Yet schoolhouses still needed

to be replaced. And thers needed to be viable integrated schools
in black neighborhoods.

Thus a Phase C proposal to build a new Science Magnet school
was not altogether unreasonable, even given the huge cost of new
school construction. O1ld School 12 was in bad shape, but vas
located in a community that had strong and vocal leadership and
an able school principal. Together the principal and community
leaders urged the planners to propose a nev replacement school that
would be operated in conjunction with the nearby science mugeum.
Such a school would stabilize the community, and, if sufficiently
nagnetic, attract an integratsa student body. If successful,
the ides also would help counter cbjections that too many black
schools were being closed, and too few white sn"}dcnts were being

bused into black neighborhoods.
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Not much was said about the new school in the Phase C
proposal. Indeed, in the page which briefly described the
proposed new magnets, the planners neglected to mention that the
magnet required comstruction of a new schcol. That information
sppeared in another portion of the proposa., wharein ceveral
resonings were proposed; one would promote integration "when
the new School 12 huilding is coapleted.” Purther on, in a
sectior entitled "fiscal outlook," the proposal said mersly
that "the construction of the new School 12 would appear to be
vwithin the $15 million allocation projected by City authorities
for school purposes ovar the next three years."” No additional
infornation vas provided-—an omission that would prompt extendad
questioning at subsequent ~arings on the board's proposed
Phase C plan.

Magnet Schools

Novhere is the triumph of political cousiderations over
finsncial ones more spparent than in the planning team's u.'li-
zation of magnet schools. Magnet schools had been the centerpiece
of the ™ase B proposal. Now five more magnet schools were
proposed in the Phase C plas. From past ¢ -ience school officials
knew that magnet schools were much mors ex .iva to operate
than regular” schools, that they required special supplemental
adninistrative support systems, lower szudent-teacher ratios, and
supplemental supplies and equipment. Moreover, as the plaintiffs
repeatedly had pointed out, there were no guarantees that magnets
would be desegregated.- But the planners felt tb+t magnet schools
brought several major advantages to the Thornton schools. The
eusential advantage claimed for them was that the magnet schocls
were attractive to middle class--particularly white-—-parents.

Some of these parents were believed to vie the magnet schools

as "havens,” (though va were uncertain as o whether the "protection’
vas from alleged mediocrity in "regular" schools, from involuntary
reagsignments. or from schools which were in transition from
predguinantly-white to predominantly-black. Probably all the
factors were at work, but data as to their relative significance
vere aot ivailable to us, if they existed at all.) Magnets also
vere believed by schools officials to bte re-attracting to the

public schools students who had enrolled, or would have enrolled,
slsevhere. One of our sources asserted that the magnet schools

had attracted some students who had been confronted by a tuition
increase in thé city's catholic schools. A Montessori magnet school,
ve were told, attracted parents-—evidently white--who otherwise
would have enrolled their childrem in private Montessori schocls,

at cousiderable tuition expense.

In shozt, despite their high costs, magnet schocls were
deemed to have high payoff value for the TPSD. ™art of the payoff,
of course, was legal: magnet schools-—particularly when located
at formerly black inner city schools—contributed to desegregation.
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Part of the payoff undoubtedly was the prospect of retaining

or attracting white middle class children to the TPSD, thus
slowing the enrollmeat decline and the associated problems

of axcess buildings and staff layoffs. The magnets did more
than arrest decline: they were seen by district officials as
ipdications of school system renswal and revitalization. Indeed,
our visizs to the schools confirmed that they were sites for
exciting school programs. (An impo:tant part of this renewal, tO
our thinking, was that it involved strong emphasis on site
planning and community {nvolvement—in notable contrast to the
centralism which has been so prominent in urban schosi systems.)

: But the real payoff was in city hall. The mayor had taken
up the theme that the renewrl of the TPSD was a key to the
revitalization of Thornton itself (a theme which school officials
thexselves cheerfully echoed). Admittedly, the mayor had been
assiduously ccurted. The result was mayoral support for the
school board's proposed budget, and, for the first time in

years, no major cuts in that budget—at least from the mayor. The
same technique vas apparent at the city council level. At

budget time, magnet school pa~ents packed the city hall hearing
chambers to voice their support for the schools. Thus the great
function of the magnet schools, we were told, was not simply to
improve learning and promote desegregation; it also was to create
the impression that exciting things were going on in the Thornton
schools. Nouristment of that impression was deemed essential to
the health of the system. As nearly-as we could ancertain, the
magnet schools were indeed fulfilling that finction very well.

In view of the great enthusiasm whica central office adminis-
crators expressed for magnet schools, it is perhaps surprising
that only five magnecs were proposed in the Phase C plan. As
always, the reasons for non-events must be speculative, but it
does appear that several factors operated to constrain the extent
to which magnets were proposed. We do know that TPSD officials
already had learned that the "market" for magnet schools was
somewhat limited. Despite an enormous and imaginative recruitment
effort, only a limited mmber of students had applied for
positions in the magnet schools. Indeed, in Phase B the court
had at one point refused to authorize some of the sites as part
of the desegragation plan, due to lack of racial balance among
applicants. Later, some of the magnets had failed to qualify for
federal ESAA funding for the same reasom. The racruitment problem
later had been ameliorated, but it probably was clear that the
credibility of the magnet school approach to desagregation rested
upon the maintenance of a fairly high level of success in filling

_the magnets. Thus the oumber of new magnets could not run too
far ahead of reasonsble expectations about the number of
applicants that could be found for thenm.

We have no direct evidence that financial considerations
1imited the number of new magnets proposed. However, based upon
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their experience with magnet schools in Phases A and B, TPSD
persounel had a fairly good idea about the financial implications
of proceediag with new magnets. They knew, for example, that
the operation of nagnet schools involved excess costs,
particularly for building renovation, reduced student-teacher
ratids, specialized instructicnal amd support personnel,
specialized materials and equipment, and additional transpor-
tation. They also knew that some of these excess costs could

be passed alomg to cutside funding agencies. Materials, equip-
ment, and some excess personnel, for example, could be subsidized
with ESAA funds, assuming tha district's application for such
funds was spproved by the federal goverament. Most of the -
portation costs would be 902 reimbursed, albeit with a on€-year
lag in reimbursing. However there were other costs which would
have to be borne by local sources: some renovations, some
additional persounel, and the local share of transportation.
According to the summery fiilancial figures submitted to the
court, the local magnet school costs would be $1,021,350 in the
initial year of operation. A quarter of this, it was stated,
would be offset by "savings at the sending schools'—a claim
introduced without any substantiation. There was a similar lack of
. substantiation of the cost projections for establishing and
initially operating the magnet schools. On balance, it appears
to us that the limitation on the number of new magnets did not
reflect their costs, per se, but rather the notion that new
initiatives might best be focused elsewhere.

Early School Centers

Early in the planning process Romero's planning team seized
upon the idea of creating Early School Centers (ESCs). It is
not clear to us how the ESC idea came into the discussions. 1In
the 19708 early childhood education had been extensively discussed
throughout the nation. Such education, it was said, would be
useful components of compensatory education aimed at reducing
the "readiness" gap between children.from middle class and lower
class homes. Canters also addressed the growing need for day
care facilities for children of single parents and of homes with
two working parents. PFurthermore, early childhood programs
offered the prospect of helping fill empty schoolhouse seats and
to employ surplus teachers—two problems of growing significance
in cities such as Thornton where school enrollment declines were
steep.

The plaintiffs in the Thoraton desegregation case had
proposed soms early childhood programs at the time that Ph.se B
was being considered. In their proposal (which was rejected by
the court) the plaintiffs had noted that early childhood programs
"provide a mesns by which the past effects of discrimination can
i{n fact be overcome.” Both pedagogical and social arguments
favoring such programs had been included in the plaintiffs' proposal.
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They acknowledged that such programs were expensive. But, they
said, "the overriding consideration should not be momey, but
rathar educational benefit.” To solve the money problem, the
state "should be required to come forward with a detailed plan
including a realistic plan for financing for intervention
programs for young children to overcome the effects of past
discrimination.” (plaintiffs’' proposed plan, Phase B)  But

the plaintiffs' proposal was rejected along with the rest of their
Phase B plan.

Whatever the roots, the desegregation planning team incor-
porated in ite »roposal a plan for establishing five ESCs. Four
were to be loc. .ad in predominantly-black schools. Each center
would provide programs for youngsters from pre-school age through
grade 2. The students would be drawm from designated outlying
achools where it was hoped there were sufficient parents seeking
childcare facilities or early schooling experiences. Indeed, the
planners voiced the hope that some city and suburban parents
who now placed their children in tuition~charging early childhood
centers would be enticed into Thornton's ESCs.

All available evidence points toward the conclusion that
the ESC idea was neither stimulated uor constrained by financial
considerations. It appeared (to the planners) that ESAA money
would be available for the kindergarten and grades 1 and 2 portiouns,
but not for the pre-school portions of the ESCs. However there
were rumors that state money might become available for pre-
sehool education. (Here a conc-ptual dilemma becomes apparent:
care tha ESCc desegregation programs, for which state funds were
oot svallable directly, or early childhood programs, for which
state money might be available? Furtner, if they were the latter,
how could they be presented "o the court as the former?)

Rudimeitary cost projections were appended to the Phase C
plan given to the court. For example, there were separate cost
rrojections for "initial" and "continuing" costs in the ESCs.
Bowever ~he basis for calculating the start-up costs was not
specifiec iu the court document. The cost projections took into
_ account tha fact that the ESCs would not require wholescale
additions to the teaching staff; some of the students in the
ESCs would be students even in the sbsence of the programs, whereas
others (the pre-schoolers, and any others newly attractad into
the school system) would require additional persomnel. Thus
the teacher costs of the ESCs were calculated as a net cost: the
cost of the ESC staff less the cost of teachers who would be
absorbed from the existing kindergarten and primary classrooms.
Other calculations projectsd the additional costs that would be
entailed in the event that CETA funding was not available, and
the costs of tramsporting pupils to tle ESCs. The latter was
computed, it appears, at $200 per pupil, but the basis for this
cost projectioa is not evident in the report to the courz. 1In fact,
at no point is the basis for the cost projections presented; the
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reader must guess. Altogether, first-year costs for the five
centers would amocunt to $534,000; continuation costs would
be $300,000 per year.

Voluntary Integrated Education Program (VIEP)

In Phases A and B all of Thornton's predominantly-majority
elementary schools had been desegregated. Some of this desegre-
gation was attributable to reassigmments of students from closed
schools. However the principal desegregative technique was
VIEP. VIEP wis a davice vhereby racially isolated "sending” and
"receiving” schools were designated. The former were black; the ..
latter vere vhite. Students from sending schools were encouraged
to transfer to receiving schools. Transportacion was provided.
Each year recruiters visited sending schools tc obtain the names
of volunteers. Then the director of the VIEP program assigned
the volunteers to one of the designated receiving schools. The
initial criterion for assigmment seems to have been the racial
enrollment in the receiving schools. That is, minority volunteers
wvere assigned to the white receiving schools so as to assure
that the latter attained at least a 20Z black enrollment level.
What that meant, in effect, was that students from a single
sending neighborhood might be sent to a variety of receiviug
schools. The matter was further complicated by another assigmment
policy: once in a receiving school a student stayed there even
< his address changed. School administrators said this policy
was designed to provide a desired campoment of "continuity"
in the students' programs. Furthermore, they said, the procedure
produced the "flextbility" which was needed in order to preserve
school-level racial “alance in the face of population mobility.

As it was implemented, VIEP was extraordinarily complicated.
In the secuoad year of Phase B there had been 18 sending schools
and 36 receiving schools, Typically receiving schools drew their
students from at least five sending schools, but in some cases
there were as many as ten sending schools for one receiving school.
Viewed from the perspective of the sending school, the situation
was oven more complex. Students from a single nef~hborhood wers
being distributed to as many as 19 different re.eiving schools.

"Half of the sending schools fed at least eight receivers each.

The transportation logistics were formidable. With only 3,000
participat.ng VIEP students, long bus rides and underutilized
buses were inevitable. In a sending school neighborhood, for
example, several bus¢s were necessary o pick up students
destined for a scattered array of receiving schools. Conversely
a bus might have to 7isit several sending school neighborhoods
in order to gather & lord of students going to a particular
receiving school.

In his order requiring dl“lﬂpﬂlﬂt of a Phage C plan,
Judge Green had a mumber of criticisms of the VIEP. Among them
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were these:

The complexity of the VIEP feeder pattern and of its
resulting transportation system crestes insurmountable
Practical problems in administration and mmerous
inefficiencies in financing.

+..The planning and execution of such circuitous

bus routes (carries) a disproportionate price tag
considering the mount of desegregation actually
achieved. :

At a time in which the City of Thormton and the
Board of Education face severe budgetary deficits,
such a system simply does not make sense (order).

ih. Judge went on to voice 2 number of other strong criticisms
of VIEP, and then ordered that VIEP "as it is currently structured
must be digmantled as soor as possible.”

complexities and inefficiencies of VIEP, chose not to dismantle

it. Without VIEP the all-majority schools would reappear, and

the 3,000 youngsters who had been enticed into the program would
have to return to their segregated schools. Such consequences )
would virtually necessitate the long-avoided mandatory reassigmment
strategy advocated by the plaintiffs. Such a strategy might

be less expensive, and it might accomplish more desegregation,

but it was politically unacceptabla.

|

. . |

Romero's desegregation planning team, while not disputing the ‘
|

|

\

As a result the Phase.C proposal included a continuation of
VIEP, albeit in a somewhat modified form. Students presently
participating in VIEP would be allowed to continue to participate.
Their siblings also would be permitted to participate. Beyond that
however, since. there were only four all-black schools remaining
(assuming implementation of the Phase C proposals) the number of
new participants would be limited to the attendance areas of
those four schools. The net effect of these proposals would be a
gradual reduction in the mmber of VIEP students; however the
immediate effects would be negligible.: Costs were not mentionmed.

Net Costs of the Phase C Proposal

Unsurprisingly, in view of the attentinn given o financial
problems during Phase B, the board's proposal this time attempted
to project the costs of its proposals. But the projection was
Very vague and superficial. The most detailed portion was
associated with savings from the school closings; these would
amount to $1.5 million, less $0.4 million in first-year shut down
costs. The nev magnet schools would cost about $0.75 million
Per year in regular operating funds. (Nothing was said about
ESAA funds; presumebly these would be in addition to the necessary
operating budget funds.) ' The ESCs Vere projected to cost
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$0.5 million in opersting funds, and twice that figure 1if the
necessary teacher aides could not be funded through CETA The
net first-year Phase C cost then, would be $1.4 million in
operating funds, assuming the availability of CETA money. These
costs, said the board's proposal, "are more than adequately
Justified by community demands for safety, improved 2ducational
programs, and adequate auxiliary service in newly integrated
schools.” (Phase C proposal)

The Plaintiffs’ Proposal

The board's Phase C proposal was not acceptable to the plain-
tiffs. They prepared a detailed critique. The board’s plan,
they said, vas just "another example in a long history of
obstructionist tactics, delay and denial of equal educational
opportunities, and fails to comply with the Court's Order...."
(plaintiffs' response) The proposal failed to desegregate four
of the city's all minority schools, and failed to explain why
these four were not desegregated. The plan discriminated against
minority students whose schools were closed and whose school
assignments were made by school officials; white students' schools
vere not closed and they had fixed school assigmments. The
proposal contemplated continuation of VIEP, despite court
directives to dismantle it. Growing racial imbalance in the
high schools, caused in part by the board’s own actions, were
not addressed in the Phase C proposal. Moreover.the proposal
failed to include the required infurmation about transportation-
time and distance. Finally, said the plaintiffs in their response,

The cost of the new plan is disproportionate to the
result to be achieved. Schools are closed and
reassigments made in ways that are incompatible with
facilities available, contain hidden costs, and add
burdens on minority students (plaintiffs' response,
emphasis added).

The remainder of the plaintiffs' long report was a highly detailed
and heavily documented school by school analysis of racial
isolation in Thornton's schools during Phases A and B, and as
projected under the board's Phase C plan. The burden placed on
black students was documented and compared to the burden placed
on vhite students. For exmmple the plaintiffs charged that the
board’s plan would close two adjacent all-black schools whose
attendance areas sarved over 2,000 minority students; the board's
plan meant that these students "will have to attend school for
a8ll 13 vears in a distant white neighborhood school™; no white
neighborhcods were similarly burdened. Pointing to another
proposed closing, the plaintiffs gaid that "the board is closing
a facility in an integrated neighborhood, overcrowding a school,
returning minority students to a segregated school, and leaving '
VIEZP in place in the same complex feeder patterns disazpproved by |
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the Courc."”

(plaineifts’ response)

As to the magnet schooly,

they wvare succassfully desegregated but zany of them were )
operating below capacity, and they tended to draw students from

Beighborhoods that were integrated. The Phas

¢ C proposal was

condemned for PToposing still more magnet schools, particularly

in view of the Plan's vagueness

and projected costs of the new magnets.

hardly voluntary; rather it vas

with respect to program components
As to VIEP, it vas
"a device for compulsory assign-

2ent of students from closed and converted minority schools to

vhite neighborhood schools..."

The plaintafss acknowledged that they had "not undertaken a
detailed analysis of Costs and savings listed in the board's
¢ C plan)", but thae they wished to submit some "caveats."

Prograns were undertaken.

Placed in facilities built as secondary schools; junior high
school students were being assigned to buildings without suitable
facilities, wecessitating mid-day busing to buildings which had
the proper labcratorier and shope; and excessive money was

being invested in rehabilitating one old school.

The Court's Orders
\
The plaintiffs' vigorous and detailed criticisms set the

stage for what was to become a b

iato the following summer. The

Plaintiffs' criticisms of the

board’s proposal, the board's attorneys said, reflected the

Plaincitfs’ "negativism," their
which the board's plan included,

aversion to the "flexibiliry"
and cheir 'preﬁferenceﬁ for

"mathematical mixings" of studencs.

quantities of data sud, as usual

Each party possessed enormwous
in an adversarial Proceeding,

each selected and Presented data in a Dacner designed to lead

A second portion of the hea
pProposal prepared by an outside

rings focused on a counter-




distributed the burden of busing more equally between black and
vhite students. The plaintiffs’ plan also pointed out (though
vithout supporting irformation) that the transportation system
required by their plan was more efficient to operate than the
one required by the board's plan. A two-day hesaring on the
Plaintiffs’ proposal vas held; testimony focused on matters of
equity and on the interior detail of the plan, with virtually no
attention given to its financial ramifications. However the
tastimony did suggest that transportation under the plaintiffs’
plan would involve less distance, less student travel tine,
fewer buses, and less cost (transcript). Baard attocneys appear
to have invested more energy in efforts to discredit the plain~
tiffs’' planner than in attacking their plan.

By late spring the hearings had ended. Judge Green, evidently
boping to avoid the necessity of issuing anoci.er order, encouraged
negotiations between the principal parties. The nagotiations
were held in secret. The principsl issues, it apoears, were
strategic and political, not financial. Although it appeared,
outwardly, that the dispute concerned the desegregation of the
remaining four all-black schools——which the board's negotiators
agreed would be desegregated in the future——reports of the negoti-
ations sessions reflect division over three very basic issues:
the timetable for completing desegregation, the type of monitoring
that would be done, and the expansion of white busing {into
ainority neighborhoods. A newspaper account characterized the
situation this way: ) :

The impetus to negotiate i{s the conviction of lawyers
for both sides that they may achieve more of what they
vwant from bargaining than from a court-ordered plan,
sources said. ’

They said that an added burden for the attorneys for
the defendant Board of Educasion is the fac. that a
negotiated settlement would require [a majority of]
affirmative votes from the elected board members.

_ _The concern sbout board votes seemed to indicate that
accord is possible among seven lawyers now taking
sctive part. :

Busing of vhite children will remain the most sensitive
issue.

The alternative, if the lawyers cannot agree or the
board will not accept a settlement, is a plan ordered
by Judge Green. Such 8 plan takes only one vote.

Evidently the board was unwilling to retreat from its insistencs
upon a plan which could be made palatable to wvhite constituents.
One board member observed that the board already had severely
taxed itself in gaining public support for the proposals include-.

. in the Phase C plan.
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The power and significance of these constituents was being
made evident in another setting. While negotiations over
desagregation were procweding in attorneys' offices, the school
district's financial situation vas being detarmined in city
hall. An unexpected raaltiemillion dollar windfall (resulting from
a2 calculation errar) in the city budget was being considered
for the schools as a suPplemental asppropriation. More important,
the mayor, bunce a critic of the schools, had become more supportive;
he recommended approval of an unusually high proportiom of the
board’'s proposed budget. While we have no direct evidence of
a comnection butwasn the budgetary developments and the stand-
off in negotiations, it does seem reasonable to infer that the
board had no particular incentive for settling the desegre-
gatiocn issue in a way which city officials would find unacceptable.

As the deadline for budget approval neared the political.
arena suddenly expanded: city officiszls adopted a budget which
vas contingent upon reszoration of a just-vetoed special appropri-
ation from the state legislature. The legislature’'s satipathy
toward desegregation was well-known. While the funding problem
cominally was the city’'s rather than the school board's,
board members must have known that cheir actions on desegregation
vere of some interest to state-level politicians-—particularly
those dependent upon tha votes controlled by politicians in
Thornton. The board hai no desire to arouse the legislature's
ire. .

Beyond all these considerations, the board had found on past
occasions that Judge Green, faced with disagreements between the
plaintiffs and defendants, usually tilted in the board's direction.
In June, in the midst of stalemated negotiations, Judge Green
once again favored the board, issuing an order which authorized
the board to proceed with a slightly modified version of its
Phase C plan. Virtually all of the proposed closings and comnversions
vere approved. However the plaintiffs had objected to closing
one all-black school which was old but "clean and sound and well-
saintained” and which served an area in which more than 1,000
minority students resided. Judge Green directed that this closing
be done on a "tempcrary” basis, with further hearings to be held
on the ultimate disposition of the school.

There were additional changes. The court refused to approve
the single ESC site which was in a white school. (One school
official expressed considerable plessure in the disapproval.

The site had not been a preferred one, and vas said to have been
proposed because the board lacked the political power to gain
support for a more sppropriate site in a nearby black school.

“The distinction betweer the four black-school ESC sites and the
white one had been carefully nored in court. As our source

said, "we led the court by the nose.” Now the onus of disapproval
vas on the court, preparing the way for TPSD planners to propose
snother site that they had preferred in the first place.)
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Tvo additional changes from the initial Phase C proposal included
(a) the disappesrance, without explanation, of one of the
proposed magnet schools, and (b) the transformation of another of
the proposed magnets from & maxnet "school” to a magnet "program.”
We do not know whether this change was prompted by the defendants
or proposed by the court; however it does appear to have been
precipitated in part by financial consideraticns. A new magnet
school would have required nev comstruction and also would have
raquired attracting a raciclly-balanced population; designation
of the school as the sits for a magnet program avoided the need
for construction and permitted a lower proportion of white enroll-
ment. As nearly as ve can ascertain, this was the first time

in Thornton that special programming was proposed for schools

that remained preadominsntly-black neighborhood schools.

Green's order also iatroduced some new components, evidently
in response to the plaintiffs’ demands. The definitionm of
racial balance wvas somewhat tightaned, requiring increases in the

“ _ proportions of black students at formerly-white schools. ™here
was to be a commission to monitor racial balance in the high

schools, and feeder patterns were to be re-aligned to promcte
such balance. - Negotiations wers to continue.

The court's order, ostensibly precipitated by the district's
need to proceed with planning for the fall semaster, provoked
an angry response from the plaintiffs. The plan hot only further
institutionaiized features which the plaintiffs disliked; it
leZt unresolved questions about the fate of remaining all-black
schools. The plaintiffs threataned to appeal.

In mid-summ+r the board defendants responded in a massive
way to the plainutiffs’ latest objec:ions. In a 200+ page sub-
aission to the court the plaintiffs ware charged with a policy -
of "sabotage and subversion.” They seemed to want, the defend-
ants said, "coercive relief" and "forced soluticns.” They
"enjoy no local support,” "pit ome segment of the community
against another," and "promote false projections and impractical
schemes.” Dependent upon "peripatatic experts,” the plaintiffs
had proceeded "down a primrose path paved with unctuous and
unconscionable sophistry." The defendants' report then presented
a rationale for the entire desegrsgation effort, including
Phases A, B, and C._ First, it was noted, in contrast to most
other cities which had undergone court-ordered desegregtion,
thers had been no scceleratiom in the rate of white flight from
Thornton's schools. Thus the remedy utilized in Thoranton did
work; - unlike others it did not precipitate the white flight
which would make desegregation meaningless. Moreover the remedial
options available to the school district had been "severely
circumscribed"” by the c¢ity's financial plight; therae had not been
funds to build facilities in neutral or integrated sites. "This
fact of 1ife," said the defandsnts, "taken by itself, is perhaps
the most significant practicality that has hindered a more rapid
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desegregation of the student population in this school district.”
Moreover, in thc face of a declining economic base the schools,
if they ware to survive, had to compets with "a plethora of
private and parochial schools that...have become even more

.tenacious competitors for the dwindling number of students..."
The plaintiffs demanded a scheme whose instability was so

obvious, the dcf.ndants said, "tha: further duonstration is
unnecessary.”

The bulk of the report cmisud of a detailed review,
school by school, of the prograss made in reducing racial
isolation during Phases A and B, and progrus projecced for
Phase C. In respouse to the plaintiffs’ charges of an inequi- -
table burden, deferdants pointed out that mors whites than
blacks rode buses at the high school level; and that in the
magnet schools and ESCs it was white students who were bused
into minority neighborhoods. Moreover it was not true that
no elementary white students had been rmsigned to formerly-
black slementary schools; a faw examples of the practice were
listed, PFinally, there was an elaborate ra e and defense of
VIEP. It wvas flexible, and the flexibility in assigning students
vas what permitted the system to respond to demographic
changes without having to undergo disruptive rezonings. Some
of the complexity was due to efforts to avoid the need to move"
students from one school to another in the VIEP. Moreover the
program provided a specific service: the VIEP coordinators
helped teachers in the raceiving schools as well as the parents
of the VIEP participants. Finally, and most important, VIEP
enjoyed the suppqort of parents—evidenced by extensive testimonials
1ncluded in the board's report.

There were two further matters. First, there were plans
and options for dealing with the four remaining all-black schools=-
even though these spudepts already had the opportunity t>
participate in voluntary desegregation programs. True, the
board had not yet approved any plans for these schools, and their

‘success would depend upon attracting students from outside the

school system. However the board was committed to full desegre-
gad.on. The Phase A and B proposals admittedly had been based

"promises” (rather than guarantees) by the board. But these
hld been fulfilled, and had been made in full knowledge that .
default "would result in fixed assignments.”

Second, there was the matter of quality and strategy The
board's approach during the desegregation perlod had reflected a
"earefully crafted educational bltuprint." Ic was a "master plan"
vhich had savoided "quick azd solutions.” It was "a template
for a structure vhich would be Permanent, stable, exciting in
concept, and, above all, one which would provide a full measure
of ‘security and peace of mind.'." .

.Two weeks lator Judgi Green denied the plaintiffs' motiom
| : 11~
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to vacate his order peimitting the board to proceed with its

revised Phase C plan. Green acknowledged that many years had .
elapsed- since his liability finding, and that vhile scme

segregation remained, steady progress had been made and that

"a certair mmoynt of the delay can be attributed to difficulce

practical problems confronted by the board, such as the financial
difficulties of the defendants....” (order). Moreover-the .
desegregation planmers at last had acknowledged that lesegre-

gation of the remaining four all-black schools might be ~ -
possible, even though no pledge to desegregate them had been .
made by the board of education. And while the plaintiffs’

assertions about the inequities of the transportation burden had

sone force, they were not "so compelling as to warrant oy

wichdglual of approval from the board's plans for this school

yeaz.

In his order Green also gave approval to the alternative
ESC site which the board offered in view of the court's previous
rejection. Gresn also directed the board to tome forward with a
"1ist of priorities for major capital comstruction"” so that .
there could be some clarification of the status of the school
which the board had wanted to close but which had been permitted
to close only on a "temporary” basis in the court's previous order.

Finally, and most significantly, the board was given.four
months to come forward with a specific proposal to eliminate
the remaining four all-black schools in Thoruton. Evidently there
was to be a Phase D. ' .

V. PHASE C IMPLEMENTATION

The full financial ramifications of the Phase C plan wculd
not be ascertainable uncil the school year was well under way.
However some of the financial aspects of implementation were
apparent early in the year. Both revenues and. expenditures were
affected.’ ’

Revenues

In contrast to the initial implementation period of Phases A
and B, the school district’'s financial situation was not so
calaaitqus. At the time of .Phase A,-it will be recalled, city
officials had made cuts in- the district's operating budget
appropriation. While the Phase C proposals were being heard in
‘court the school board sent its annual budget request to the
city. Included in the budget were the estimatad local costs of
the Phase C proposal already submitted to the court (but not approved
by it). The budget request was only 2% higher than the previous
year, although it was 10% higher than the previous year's appropri-
ation. 1he city approved 97% of the request--a far higher
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proportion than in preceding years. Perhaps the favorable
tocatment was due (school officials told us) to the enhanced
estema in which the district was held, or perhaps it was due to
the city's slightly-improved financial condition. Whatever the
cause the budget did incresse by 8%. While that amount ha=ily
seens generous in the face of 12% inflation, increased desegre-
gation ceosts, spiraling energy bills, and pressure from employee
unions, it did preclude the need for the drastic program and
persomel reductions and for the deficit financing accompaunying
Phase B. (Inasmuch as the approved budget was 3Z lower than
requested, the board was obligated to auncunce some reductions.
Some may have been paper positions rsquested but not previously
£411ed. Others howaver weres real, including some cuts in
magnet school staff ratios, bringing them more snto line with
those ‘prevailing in other achools.)

Prospects for improved state funding seamed good. The
school finance litigatiom which had been pending at the time
Phase B vas initiated had been resolved in a manner which pointed
toward increased state aid for Thornton and the other victorious
plaintiffs. Moreover there was serious talk of state assistanceé
for early childhood education programs; should this aid eventuate
the new ESCs in Thornton would be beneficiaries. The ESC
programs had proved to be highly attractive. A summer Trecruiting
effort had been launched in both the city and the suburbs.
Applications were such that a sixth center was established (at one

.of the Temaining four all-black schools). Moreover, and to the
enomous gratification of Thorntom school officials, the number
of applicants from the suburbs had exceeded the acmber of sSpaces
available. Some of the suburban students would be among those .
counted for state aid purposes, and the state promised to pay

 for the transportation of these youngsters without waiting for the
usual one-yezr reimbursement lag. )

Finally, there was substantial fedeéral momey from the
Emergency School Assistance Act (ESAA). At about the same time
that .the school board had submitted its Phase C plan to court
the preceding November, a requast for basic support from ESAA
vas being finalized for submission to Washington in December.

The ESAA basic grant application, requesting $5.4 mnillionm,

rested on the assumption that Phase C would be approved by the
court. Support was sought for seven different "components'' of
Thornton's ‘desegregation effort. These included administration
($360,000); supplies and instructional support sexvices for the
VIEP receiving schools ($350,000); specialized teachers, A
supplies and inservice training for the desegregated high schools
($860,000); training resources for "transitional” schools
($350,000); teacher aides; specialists, supplies, and training
for schools involved in the Phase B plan ($1,200,000); the early
school centers ($840,000); and follow-the-child suppoct A
($620,000). In subsequent negotiations the total request

wvas chopped by $1.7 million. One-third of the reduction was in
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the amoun® slated for the ESCs, which had not been approved at
the time the negotiations were conducted. (Notes in the
faderal office file indicate that this cut was to be restored
if the ESCs were approved, but we have no further information
on this point.) Most of the remaining cuts were concentrated
in staff development activities, which ware routinely cut

by 502 during negotiations. Even after the cuts, Thornton
received $3.7 million in basic ESAA assistance.

A second ESA. application fas for magnet school support.
Funding -in thr mmcunt of $3.4 illion was sought, with specific
requests for sach magnet school. However when negotiations
and hearings became bogged down in the spring, and the time
for negotiating the Thornmton ESAA magnet schoo. budget arrived,
there had been no court order, and so the newly proposed magmet
schools were withdrawvn. Thers withdrawals, coupled with cuts
(especially for staff training) in the remaining schools produced
an eventual grant of $1.7 million for old magnet schools during
the first year of Phase C. The summer co.rt order approved
three new magnets, but these three had to get by without major
federal assistance, relyirg instead upon other sources of funding.

The third ESAA proposal was for an "out-of-cycle” grant
to be funded with reserves which the naticnal ESAA office hol<¢
aside in anticipation of court orders which are handed drwn
after the regular funding-and-negotiation proceduies are
completed. In Thornton's case, an out-of-cycle awczd of
$0.8 million vas provided; it included modest funds for the early
childhood csnters and for the magnet schools cmitted in the
first round of funding. -

The grand total in ESAA funding then, was more than $6 million.
While this auounted to less than 5% of Thornton's overall budget
during Phase C, the funds measurably improved the system's
capadity to meet the needs assoclated with desegregation.

Costs

Many of the costs which would be assocciated with the proposed
Phase C program had been at least roughly projected and included
within the school district's t.dget request to the city council.
Th ‘e costs included those assocliated wirh the closing of
abandoned schools, some remodelling and rencvation associated with
the new magnet schools and ESCs, and some increased transpor-
cation costs. However two desagregatiop~related costs had not
been adequataly anticipated. One was an outgrowtk of a dacision
made during Phase A. One of the two magnet programs instituted
at that time was placed in a closed foimerly-black elementary
scticol. There had been problems with the site from the start--
the priniipal one be‘ng that the magnaet school served students
in grades 5-12 1. a facility that did no\ contain the specialized
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facilities needed for high school students. Thus students had

to be bused to anozher school for some of their classes.
Nounethelass the school had successfully attracted white students.
Indead the success was such that additional space was needed.
Shortly before Judge Green announced that Phase C would be
required, the superiantandent aunounced that the magnet schooi
wouil he split, with students in the upper grades assigned to

a building with more suitable facilities. The decision evidently
vas mnade in haste and vas designed to solve three problems: )
ove . ding, lack of suitable facilities, and need to main-

stry. some special education classes. However the decision
provoked an angry response from the magnet school parents, and a
few days later, with the furor created by Judge Green's order
requiring a Phase C plan, the decision to split the magnet

school ves rescinded. The matter remained unsettled all through
the bearings and negotiations centering on the Phase C plan.

Then a sudden proposal vas made: an ESC would be placed in the
nignet school, and the magnet would be moved to a high school
vaich had been clc=%d during Phase B. But the building was in
bad shape. The building department's hasty estimate of renovation

~costs totaled over $2 millionm.

In the tense context of seeking a negotiated settlement of
the desegregation issue, approval of the move was granred. It
would facilitate the ESC project, make room for more white
studants in the magnet ?rogram (hence adding to the count of
whites entering formerly-black schools) and also reduce the need
to use adjunct facilities. The move was made. But lates, when
more careful astimates of renmovation costs were made, the
estimates more than doubled. The budget had not provided any
funds for this removation. Nor had the decision been made with
enough lead time to permit repairs and remodelling during the
summer. Thus when school opened ~he magnet school .contained
construction workers along with students and teachers—-to the
considerabla and publicly-expressed disuay of the latter. A news-
paper account contuined these observaiions:

-

It's the fourth waek of school and the [ Thornton
Magaet Schooll still has no scierce laboratories.
The ronf...stll]l leaks. Some children sit on the
floor because they have no desks. Half the locker
room shovers don't work, plaster dust is everywhere,
ard the classroom acoustics are impossible. "It's
the worst teaching enviromment I've ever had,"
said...a seventh~-grade teacher.
" {The Superintendent said] zhe Luilding will provide

a permanent solution to many of the inadequacies
teachers coaplained of when thev were housed in
[the former building] like the lack of an auditorium,
cafeteria, and adequate classroom space. "I think

. the Building Department has done a remarkable

;  job," he said. "All°the magnet schocls have had to
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be reconstructed vhile classes wers going on. The
work oa the early childhood centers hasn't been
done yet either. But these schools were vital parts
off:hﬁ desegregation program and the moves had to be
made.’

Funds for the removation were being sought. Some came from an
unspent balance in the previous year's budget. Others undoubtedly
were diverted from other scheduled removation activities.

’ T

The second unanticipated expense cropped up in the trans-
portation-area. School closings, the new magret schools, and
the new Early School Centers, were viewed as "successes” in
the Phase C, but each success created more students requiring
transportation. Thus several thousand additional students had
to be transported. Whi.: much of the increase had been anticipated,
it had to be fully covered from local funds during the first year
of implementation of Phase C, as state transportation aid
operated om a reimbursement basis. The additional busing costs
would not be reimbursed until the second Yyear.

VI. CONCLUDING COMMENTS

Thorntn school officials can hardly be characterized as
enthusiastic proponents of desegregation. Their employer—the
board of education——strongly contested charges of constitutional
wvrongdoing. When that battle was lost the board and its
attorneys devised and implemented a lagal resistance strategy
which delayed the achievement of full desegregation. Four years
after the board was found to have denied minority children their
constitutional rights, some all-uinority schools remain in
operation. The battle still goes on. Meanwhile however, school
officials have capitalized on the court's desegregation mandate,
implementing new educational programs under the guilse of
desegregation, introducing improvemeats in schocl management
systems, nourishing and enhancing the school district's image
among community leaders, and mobilizing funds which might not
have been available otherwise. Simultaneously, more and more of
the district's schools have been desegregated. Thus school
officials point with pride to their achievements, while the plain-
tiffs in the case point to the fact that the constitutional
rights of many of Thornton's minority children remain to be
vindicated.

Our inquiries in Thornton were designed to clarify the
relationship batween financial considerations and the desegre-
gation process. What did we learn? First, the "cost” of
desegregation never his been calculated in any, objective
fashion. The reason is simple: no one n such a calculation.
Whenever desegregation costs were calculated in Thorntonm,
there vas some particular purpose. When the district sought

P
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court orders directing. the state or the city to pay for
desagregation, it was in the discrict's interest to

exaggerate costs. When ESAA funds were sought, it was in the
district's incerest to at. bute to desegregation some costs
tlat had only a distan: relationship to the court's orders.
Rathar than construing desegregation strictly, districe
officials construed it broadly so that it served a variety

of objectives. Fostering all of this was a milieu that did

not really wvant to know the actual costs of -desegregation.

The aldermen did not want to know; their lack of information
szved them the pain of having to vote funds for desegregation.
State officials did not seem to want to know either, probably
for the same reasonm. Everyone disclaimed responsibilicy for
desegregation costs. The board blamed the court, the city,

and the state. The court contended that the constitutional
mandate could not be compromised by the financial problems of
the district. The city pleaded poverty. The state unsuccess-
fully sought tq reverse the district court finding of state
lisbility, thus freeing the state . i financial responsibil ‘ty
for the remedy. Even the plaintiffs had no particular interast
in fathoming the actual costs of desegregation (except when cost
claims served as pretexts for delay). The plaintiffs were well
svare of the fact that many of Thorncon's cost estimares were
motivated by efforts to mobilize city, state, or federal funds,
and the plaintiffs had no reason to oppose such efforts inasmuch
as favorablae results could only help the schools. 1In shore,

in Thornton the meaning of a statement purporting to show
desegregatior costs can only be grasped by recognizing the
particular political context in which the statement is made.

Second, contrary to our expectations we uncovered little
evidence that costs (in the budgetary sense) played a significant
role in the design and imp lementation of desegregation plans in
Thoranton. Components of desegregation plans were accepted or
rejected on the basis of political, legal, pedagogical, and
organizational criteria rather than on the basis of cost, per se.
Thus, for example, the transportation costs associated with
the magnet schools and with VIEP were very high. but the cost
vas deemed to be acceptable in temms of the board's overall
commitment to voluntarism. Financial cons?derations wera not
insignificant to school officials. Economies associated with
school closings, costs attached to new program commitments, and
Dev revenue poseibilities were matters of intense concern. Buct
generally they arose after :he desegregation plans wore designed.
Financial concerns tended to be consequences and correlates of
the desegregation process, not determinants of it.

Third, the established budget process simply was not
gernane to the process of desegregation. The established budget
Process runs on a fixed schedule. The court runs on no schedule.
Invariably its orders came after budgets were approved rather
than at the point at which the budget preparation process was
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under way. Thus, to the extent that court orders affected
expenditures and revemues they necessitated changes in the
budget, which thereby lost some of its value as a guide to
action. The cycle of federal funding was even more out of
kilter with the normal budget process, at least with raspect

to the large amounts of ESAA funding which Thornton received.
Budget requests for ESAA funds had to be prepared long before
the annual budget cycle was completed, but announcements of

ESAA awards rarely came until the very last minute-—long after
program commitments had to be made. Magnet schools, for example,.
cannot be implemented overnight; long lead times are needed for
renovations, staff recruitment and training, student recruit-
ment and admission, and such mundane things as designing bus
schedules. But Washington officials seemed unable to provide
the necessary amount of lead time, creating high levels of
uncertainty and finagling. (City and state funding agencies did

not do much better. Delayed actious by the board of aldermen and
" the state legislature meant that the operating budget could not

be set until early July, thus necessitating last minute
changes in staffing plans for the impending school year.)

In short, it appears that the budget process and the desegre-
gation process in Thornton were largely unrelated. Legal
proceedings, agency calendars, and political interests conspired
to assure that desegregation planning proceedsd with cnly vague and
belated recognition of its full implications for school district

finances.
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WILLOW HILLS

I. THE BUDGETARY AND ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT

Willow Hills is an industrial community of roughly 550,000
People. Located on the east side of 4 major watervay, ic 1s
surrounded by farmland. -

The Organization of the Willow Hills Public Schools

Smaller than the city of Willow Hills, the school -districe
is headed by a board of saven members elested a2t lirge by
resicecis of the school districe. They serve four year terms with-
cut pay. The board has the responsibility for obtaining local :
funds and for ensuring that state laws and regulations are
PToperly implemented. The board establishes the sducational
policy for the schools ard appoints the school‘superin:enden:. The
fupsrintendent is responsible for the daily operations of the
schools.

business, management, instruction, student development, and
" administration. Each of these was headed by an arsistant super-
intendent. These divisions were responsible fS\ maintaining all
' programs and Services. A superintendent's office, consisting of a
budget officer, legal and legislative liaison, staff development
and human relations director, and a media relations specialise
reported directly to the Superintendent on internal matters s wall
48 matters concerning relations with other govermmental bodies .
and community institucions. The treasurer's office reported to .
both the Superintendent and the board.

In 1980 the Willow Hills' School Department was reorganized.
The office of management and budget and the office of jersonnel
. 8ervices report to the superintendent. Off{ices of communications,
legal services, and staff development and human relations were
Separated fram budget and Ranagement and report directly to the ‘
superintendent. The legislative liaison, however,  remained part . 1

The department was divided into two broad components: suppore ]
services and administration and instruction. Both elementary :
and middle and high school administrations were uwore highly
differentiated resulting in more specialized responsibilities for
aduinistracors. Elementary schools were reorganized in accordance
vith nev aress established in Tesponse to the federal court
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desegregation order. Secondary schools were divided into middle
schools and high schools. . .

Reorganization of the Willow Hills Public Schools reflects
three mzjor events of recent years. First the establishment of
the budget office and the Personnel offica and the new lines
drawvn between these offices and departments such as treasury
and assistant superintendent reflect the measures taken
wver the past four years to control spending. Secondly,
the reorganizaticn of the secondary schools reflects the
transition. to middle schools which took Place in 1980-8l1. Thirdly,
the reorganization of elementary schools is consistent with
Planning areas established in the desegregation plan.

The Budget

The Willow Hills' budget is divided into several different
funds. These include the bond retirement fund, the permanent
improvement fund, the food services fund, and the replacement fund.
The largest and most important fund is the general fund. This
fund operates the schools on 2 daily basis.

The general fund has three major sources of income:. Jloecal
taxes, state aid, and federal aid. Other revenues may be brought
into the general fund. The§e include tnition charges paid by non-

residents attending the Willow Hills Public Schools, interest
from investments, and fund transfers. :

The largest source of revenues is a general real property tax
levied on land and buildings located in the school districe.
Businesses in the_school district ‘also pay a personal property
tax. levied on furniture, equipment, supplies, inventory, etc. The
, £ax revenue is based on tLe assessed valuation of property in the
district, muleiplied by the tax rate expressed in mills. For
Willow Hills, the tax millage has not changed since 1968. Revenue
increases may’bc realized, however, through increases in the
assessed valuations though this is ‘imited primarily to real
increases in the property tax base caused by new constricticn.

State assistance cames in the form of basic and categorical

ald. Basic aid 1s allocated through an equal yield formula.
This formula was geared towards equalizing state support throughout
the state. In the past, low legislative appropriations have not
provided for a full implementation of the fcrmuls. Willow Hills -
Teceives Disadvantaged Pupil Impact Aid. This is used to provide
Title T type services in Willow Hills’ secondary schools. The

state also provides reimbursement for specifically approved
"programs such as adult education and transportation.

The state reimburses local districts fpr portions of both
capitzl outlay and operational transportatifon costs. The cost of




nev buses is reimbursed at 352 of the "ceiling price," i.e., the
average cost of a new bus state-wide. Operational costs are
generally reimbursed on either a per-mile or per-pupil basis,
depending on which of these is considered to be more beneficial
from the standpoint of the district. The conditions for reimburse-
ment may be subject to legislative approval and are contingent

on the current year's appropriatiom.

Federal aid is primarily categorical. This aid is not
included in the general fund. A small amount of aid provided for
the children of federal employees who attend the district's schools
aay be used on a discretionary basis. Recently Willow Hills has

obtained funds from the Emergency School Assistance Aid (ESAA).

The Budgetary Process

. Willow Hills' budgetary process is characterized as a
"centralized approach."” It is based on a calendar fiscal year.
Beginning in the spring of each year the superintendent establishes
generxl guidelines for budget preparation. These guidelines
include target amounts for each program. The budget office
forwards these guidelines .to departmental administrators wio
prepare specific budgets for their respective departments. According
to one budget officer, adwinistrators are sent essentially two
messages: (1) "do what you can within the targeted amount"” and

(2) "if you had more resources, what kinds of things would you like
to do?" Departmental budgets are based on the estimated costs

of maintaining existing programs or adding or expanding pro rams.
These budgets are reviewed by the assistant superintendents and

are then sent back to the budget office.

The budget officé then calculates the requests and advises
the assistant superintendents of how much reduction is necessary
in order to balance the proposed expenditures and estimated
revenues. Reductions are almost always necessary, as departmental
administrators are advised to base their estimates on educational
needs, rather than fiscal constraints. The Willow Hills school
superintendent describes this process in the following terns:

Historically, we base projections on requests from

. division and department heads for things they know
should be provided for the boys and girls of .
Willow Hills. The people who make these requests
are advocates for children, and they understand what
is required for children to experience success in the
large-city schoolhouse each day. Everything that's
included among their requests is worthwhile, and
defensible.

Unfortunately, when we translate these requests into
dollars and tax millage, we find it would cost more
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-~ than the administration could realistically recommend
to the Board of Education. And so, before we go
public with financial projections, we usually go
behind closed doors and reduce the requests to the
barest miniomm.

WA VRIS ST

The superintendent and cabinet may make further changes,
consolidating and prioritizing items in the budget.

After the superinteundent's approval, the 'Tax Budget" is
submitted to the Willows Hills Board of Education. The board holds
public hearings on the budget. According to Willow Hills budget
officer, the bourd's approval of the budget is fairly routine.

. The board’s approval, however, does not constitute an
authorization to spend. That does not occur until an appropriation
resolution is approved in January. The board-approved budget
serves as the basis which county taxing authorities use for

setting annual tax rates. Next the budget is submitted to the
county auditor. This must take place before July 20. In the fall,
the county auditor prepares an estimate of the resources

-required by the proposed budget. He then presents that estimate
and the budget to.the county budget commission which holds further |
hearings. The commission then authorizes the levies within the
total amount approved by the voters.

The school superintendent is then notified of the commission's
authorization. He may.then issue additional guidelines for
adjustmant of proposed expenditures based upon the commission's
authorization. If necessary, the budget office and assistant
superintendents may make further revisions. The revised budget
(appropriatioa resolution) is then submitted to the superintendent
for final review. With the assistance of the cabiret, the super-
intendent prepares a final appropriations measure for presentation
to the board which, after review and further revisions, officially

_ adopts the budget. This usually takes place in January. If a
resolution cannot be approved in January a temporary resolution to
carry the schools through the early months of the new year may

' ~ be passed. Official adoption by the board must take place before
: April 1.

The adoption of the appropriations resolution constitutes
the authorization to spend. It is described in the following terms:

An Appropriation Measure...is a dynamic financial
planning dacument for the operation of the school
system. It provides the financial guideline within
which the schools are operated, pesrsounel are
employed, and materials and services are obtalned.
As estimated revenues increase or decrease and as
programs are added, deleted, or modified, it may be
revised by the Board of Education to reflect these
‘ changes.




Toward the end of each calendar Year an operating balance is
calculated which shows the difference between revenues and
expenditures. If there is money left over, it is then added to
the opeérating revenue available for the next year. Outstanding
encumbrances are subtracted to project the unencumbered balance
for the next year.

After the board adopts the appropriation resolution,
specific budgets are sent to each department. Administrators
closely monitor expenditures to assure a balanced budget. Depart-
ment heads and principals receive expenditure control reports
on a monthly basis. Specific procedures exist for inter- and
intra-fund transfers.

Over the years, stringent constraints have been placed on
spending. All expenditures are approved by the budget office.
Financial officers have worked as members of purchasing
committees to review expenditures and to suggest further reductions.

Current Financial Cohdition
xliTent Tinancial Condition

Willow Hills was able to realize an unencumbered balance
at the end of each year up uatil 1972. Beginning in 1973,
expenditures began to equal and then exceed revenues. Willow Hills
school officials attributed this to inflaticn and increases in
the cost of vocational and special education. The unencumbered
balance was expected to be exhausted by the end of 19756.

In 1975, the board created a study committee to review the
financial condition of the district. Their report, released in
January of 1976 projected increasing deficits through 1979. Even
with certain cuts (including school closings, staff reducticn and
program cuts), an increase in the tax rate was required to keep
schools open and maintain a balanced budget.

The voters, however, defeated proposed tax increases in the 1976
and 1977 general elections and major cuts were made in 1976
and 1977. These cuts included major reductions in administrative
and teaching staff, maintenance and supplies. Educational
programming was kept cloge to basic levels.

Willow Hills began school in 1978 with a.small cash balance
in the general fund. However expenditures exceeded revenues for
the first seven monchs of 1978 creating a deficit opening balance
for the month of August.

In June of 1978, shortly after the voters defeated another
proposed tax levy increase, the Willow Hills Board of Education
recommended a tax budget of $143.5 million. This included an
additional $1.6 million required for special and vocational
education and $5 million for implementing the court-ordered desegre~
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gation plan. This budget continucd the major cuts of 1976

and 1977. The previous year's appropriations resolution included
revenues totalling only $116 million. Additional revenues
however were possible through:

=-An increase in the fundipg of the ;éual yield formula
=-An increase in aid to disadvantaged pupilis
—Recalculation of state aid based on property tax
-Eatc payment of bacl taxes

Even with these additional revenue sources, Willow Hills still
faced a deficit of roughly $9 million necessitating an early
school closing in November. This, in itself, would have had a
negative financial impact, since the board would be responsible
for paying unemployment in 1978 and providing additional school
days 1ian 1979.

That fall the board of education requested an emergency loan
from the state to enable them to keep schools open through
December 1978. In November, the state granted Willow Hills a loan
of roughly $8.6 million. Conditions were established for repay-
ment of the loan. A set amount would be removed from the general
fund on an installment basis until the loan was finally repaid
in May of 1980.

The loan conditions also required Willow Hills to maintain
certain minimal staffing standards. A state audit conducted
prior to the loan suggested these further reductions to bring
the system to basic levels: ,

-=A reduction of 86 classroom teachers
—=A reduction of 31 principals (as contracts permictedf

—A reduction of student activity assistance from $40, 000
to $3,000 ]

-—Savings to be accruec from a discontinuation of a school-
run radio station

--Discontinuation of a television progfgm ,

—-Elimination of 17 teacher aides

--Operating sutmer and evening schools on a~paid basis
The state, however, delcted the teacher aide cuts and the

cessation of summer and evening schools from the list. The stace
audit had found that Willow Hills already was at minimum levels

ERIC . 158 162



According to the Willow Hills School sype rintendent, "1979
Proved to be 4 harrowing year in the financial operations of the
Schools.” They began the year with a $2 million cash balance. On
January 3, a1 §5 aillion payroll vas due. Their rTequast for a
short-term loan from a local bank had been Tefused. According
to the Willow Hillg Superintendent, "It wag only through the
efforts of the County Treasurer and other county and state
offlicials, Speeding up. revenue collection and Payment that we were

attempted to reduce expenditures by some $9.4 million: $4.2 million
in specific cuts ang $5.2 million by deferring a number of school
days from 1979 ¢o 1980. The board also implemented the following
-actions: '
\
—Transferred Permanent improvement fymy and working
capital fuﬁd moules to the general fund

—Borroved ss\Qunon from the bond retirement fyng
. ¢

~—Received advanced state Property tax payments

—Delayed payment of vendors' bills

—Restricted new obligations

$142.3 ‘million, $6.9 mil1ion BoTe than projected revenues. Thig
budget continued most of the cuts made in previous years,

At state ainimum levels also continued. The 1980 tax budget
benefited from decreased expenditures and income from rentals

due to the pPlanned closing of some 30 schools through 1979 and 1980.
The budget included no funds for the implementation of a desegre-
gation remedy plan. . A plan for Willow Bills had been approved

by the Federal District Court. However, a Stay had been granted
while the case was on appeal.

Clearly, ney revenue sonrces ware required if the 1980 tax
§8C was to be approved. Possible alternatives were ciced. .

@ included an additional operating levy and Potential increases
state aid. Other contingencies however indicated that expendi-
eS 328 well as Tevenues might increase. These included continuing
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inflition, pending settlement of a teachars' contract and the
possibility of having to implement a desegregation remedy plan.

Towards the end of 1979 things began to look better for
the Willow Hills Public Schools. In July the state legislature
enacted a new state aid program that provided additiomal
revenues for the school system. Also, the amount granted to
the district for Disadvantaged upil Impact Aid was recalculated
and the per-pupil amount was doublad. According to the Willow
" Hills treasurer, these zevenues would produce an increase to
the school system of roughly $10 million during the state's
next fiscal year (July 1979 through June 1980).

Revenues from local property taxes also proved to be more
helpful than expected. Speaking in November of 1979, one
Willow Hills official said:

Tax advances have been received from County taxing
officials earlier than usual and interest earnings
have buillt up appreciably. Also, tax receipts
exceeded our estimates, and our cash flow and
general fund ending balance will be quite healthy...

This additional income plus the stringent saving measurés
enabled the district to begin to balance its budget and repay

the short-term notes. The $5 million bank loan secured on June 22
was repaid on July 12 and notes purchased through the bond retire-

ment fund were repaid by December 1. The state also was being
-repaid on schedule and school administrators anticipated that
the loan would be completely repaid by the May 1980 deadline.

Beyond this, the school system managed certain additional

expenditures without exceeding their revenues. They Successfully

negotiated a contract with the Willow Hills Teachers' Union
that granted a five percent increase in 1980 and a seven percent
increment for 1981. They also implemented the desegregation

remedy plan which had been ordered by the Federal District Court.

The district had lost its appeal just weeks after the 1980 tax
budget had been submitted. "his budget, it will be recalled,
contained no r.~ds for implementation of the desegregation plan.
(The 1979 tax budget though, did contain provisions for desegre-
gation costs.) According to ome Willow Hills school official
though, "The financial ramifications of the desegregation imple-
mentation were considerably eased by the receipt of an Emergen~ny
School Aid Act (FSAA) Grant in the amount of $5,422,909 and a
Civil Rights Act Grant in the amount of $473,566."

In January of 1980, the Willow Hills School Superintendent

proposed a permanent appropriation measure of roughly $145 milliom.

Although the district could anticipate scme cash flow problems
in the beginning of 1981, they were much more Solvent than they
had been the previous year. The superintendent attributed their
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solvency to four causes:
—The cuts made in 1979 to balance that budget
—~The increase in state aig

——Gresater efficiency in adjusting to declining e.-oll-
ments—tightening up organization within buildings
and closing underenrolled schools

—-Hainuining strict expenditure control, limiting all
Spending to absolute minimums f

The new appropriations resolution provided f~r some program
expansion including:

~——Conversioa to middle schools and four year: high schools
=—Graded course of study

——Some increased staffing

—Some Dew textboocks and instructional materials

Although these Programs would mean some improvement in Willow Hills'
educacion, they would not, in the mind of the Superintendent,
adequately provide for the complex educational needs of all
students in the districe. Further improvements were desirable.

As the superintendent put it:

We are a terribly understaffed urban school district.
We were able to add about 260 people this year with
ESAA funds. T have grave concerns about what will
happen . we don’t get at lea.t as much ESAA funding ,
next year... . i

There was also some question as to state transportation reimburse-
Bents. The state, which normally reimburses 353 of the cost of |
nev buses deferred Willow Hills' request for rgimbursement of its ;
desegregation buses.

Fedcral desegregstion assistance in 1980-81 was comparable to
the 1979-80 allocation. It appears that Willow Hills will have a
balanced budget for 1980. The state was repaid in May of 1980.
Reimbursement for the desegragation buses is still outstanding.

In June of 1980, Willow Bills submitted a five-year program
with their 1981 tax budget. This program was developed with the
‘essistance of a 32-member «dvisory committee consisting of key
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members of Willow Hills' civic elite. The five-year plan had
two purposes: (1) to place the 1981-budget in the context of
the system's long-term goals and (2) to begin "the process
that will eventually result .a the recommendation of a millage
amount for a levy."

The flve-year plan contained the following goals:

==1 “rovement of pupil achievement and behavior (This
included competency education, continuation of middle
schools, overall evaluation and updating of general
instruction, and the development of an in-school
suspension program)

——Improvement of staff skills (This program contained
3 componeut for teachers to be relieved of some class
time to participate in professional improvemen:
activities)

--Securing more community support for schools

--Securing adequate funding (This entailed passing
a levy which is not campaigned for with public funds.
This component entailed no additional cost)

--More effective organization and management. (This
involved some .mprovement of maintenance of equipaent
and facilities)

-——Improvement of services for the multi-cultural
pupil population

~—Provision of a positive influence on the growth and
stability of the city of Willow Hills

Costs were assigned to each of these goals for each of the
five years. These costs were adjusted for both inflation and
declining enrollment. However, calculacions were geared to produce
maxinum estimates. A number of factors could effect the long-
term budget. These included:

——Increased revenues (Possibly resulting from increased
valuation of taxabls proparty. The state currently
was ove -spending its vudget and increases in state
aid did not appear likely)

--Decrease in the rate of inflation

——Sale or lease of vacated school property (This was
not expected to nave a major millage effect)

—Phasing in of new programs
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«—Cuts in existing programs (The district was still at
state minimum standards and the superintendent invited
outside scrutiny to suggest Zurther reductions)

—Prioritizing and reducing components in the five-year
plan

For 1981, these programs were projected to cost $12.9 million.
Including the costs of the new programs, the 1981 tox budget
vas projected at $165.75 million.

Two points are of interest with respect to desegregation and
Willow Hills’ current projections. First, transportation costs
are identified only as total. No specific reference is made
£ Trazmzpollaiicn {oi Jeseyregacion. Secondly, the new projections
contain provisions for maintaining prograr currently funded by
federal dollars, should these funds no lo ger be available.
An adjusted cost figure for each component of their federally
funded programs was computed for each year from 1981-85 and a
corresponding millage increase also was computed.

II. KEY ACTORS: A SUMMARY
' A number of individuals and groups have taken steps to
facilitate or otherwise affect desegregation in Willow Hills,

In -this section we will discuss the role played by certain key
actors with respect to desegregation finance.

The Willow Hills Board of Education

Though many board members opposed busing for desegregation,
~they resolved to implement “he court order and signaled this
position to school department officials. According to oma
Willow Eills official, "The Board set the tone' and communicated
this to school department officials. .

The Superintendent

The superintendent set forth clear guidelines for the develop-
ment of the desegregation plan. Significantly, he required that
each proposal conform to comstitutional requirements and that
the resources needed for implementation be identified.

The suﬁcrinccng’nt was a member of the planning committee
which developed the various desegregation proposals a-1 assumed
Tesponsibility for those proposals. He also cook the responsibilicy
for seeing that the proposals were properly submitted to the
court and clearly presented to the citizens of Willow Hills.

According to a number of Willow Hills ox:ic}als, the super-
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intendent played a critical role in mobilizing the entire school
department. Among other things, he organized communications
within the department so that Principals and other "line
adninistrators” had clear information on the various plans and
proposals. Because of this, principals were more willing to

The Willow Hills Planning Committee

This committee, consisting of 16 high level administrators,
designed all of the Plans submitted by Willow Hills to the court.
This committee was created as a result of desegregation. Although
financial officers were on the committee and were consulted in
the process of developing a plan, they did nse piay 5 Wajor roie
12 détemmining the components of the plan. Cost figures were
attached only a.ter 2 particular component was designed.

The Willow Hills Monitoring Team
——==——— 2= 2% lonitoring Team

The monitoring team evolved out of the Planning committee.
The director of the Planning committee and the chief designer of
the Willow Hills desegregation plan became the head of the
monitoring team. The monitoring team performs the dual
functions of 1dentifying desegregation-related problems and
p-orosing solutions.

The Federal District Court Judge

The judge zook certain actions that have had budgetary
implications. First, he kept a close watch over cost estimations
and required that the planners identify the resources to be used
to Support various components. Secongly, he delineated a realm
of activities that were of high priority in developing a remedy.
These included student’ desegregation (i.e., assuring that every
school was +15% of the Proportion of minority students in the
district). Other activities (e.g., educati